
II GorcrwThent Premim 16 M>VHfBER If54 (Eviction) Amendment
fiiU

12

[Mr. Speaker] 

discussion.  I am not giving any ruli- 
ing which Will be lainding.

Dr. Rama Rao; I want to make a 
submission on the admissibility  of 

the adjournment motion.

Mr. SpealLcr: I said it is unneces
sary now.  I am not ruling it out.  I 
am only not admitting it.  I only 
want it to be clear, so that it may not 
be argued later that the implication 
of my declining to give my consent 
*t this stage is that the motion  was 
admissible, but I did not allow dis
cussion on other grounds.  So, I have 
practically reserved that point  for 
hon. Members to argue if and when 
;an occasion arises.

We will now proceed with  the 
further business of the House.

•GOVERNMENT PREMISES  (EVIC
TION) AMENDMENT BILL

The Blinister of Works. Hoosiiig and 
Sapply (Sapdar Swaran Sinî): I beg
to move: -

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Government Premises (Evic
tion) Act, 1950,  be taken into 
consideration.”

Shri K, K. Basu (Diamand Har
bour): Let the House be adjourned 
ior some time.

Mr. Speaker: It is not a good pre- 
•cedent to adjourn the House.  The 
"best course is for Members to walk 
■zwsy very slowly and without mak
ing any noise.

Saidar Swaran Sinĝ:  Sir,  this
-Bill seeks to amend the Government 
Premises (Eviction)  Act, 1950.  The 
object is two-fold.  Firstly, it  seeks 
to amend the definition of “premises” 
:8o as to cover not only  ̂ lands be
longing to the  Delhi Improvement 
Trust but also the buildings owtied 
’by the  Delhi Imi;m>vement  Tniit. 
Secondly* it teeki to authorise  the 
v̂ictloo of perwooB who conttnue to

be  in occupation of the  premises 
allotted to them even after the  due 
determination thereof.

So far as the second amendment is 
concerned, it  has been necessitated 
by the fact that recently in a  case 
decided by the High Court of Bom
bay it was held that sub-section (1) 
of section 3 of the Act does  not 
authorise the eviction  of  a person 
who continues to be in occupation of 
the premises allotted  to him even 
after the due determination of allot
ment, because he was not a  person 
in unauthorised occupation of  the 
premises  within the meaning  of 
clause (b) of the said  sub-section. 
The intention of the section had al
ways been that such persons should 
be deemed to be in  unauthorised 
occupation of the premises.

Shri S. S. Mon (Sholapur): What 
is that case?

Sardar Swaran Singh: The  object 
of the amendment under  consider
ation is to make our intention  clear 
in this respect.  I  have no intention 
to put forward any elaborate argu
ments, in support of it because  the 
person continues to be in unauthoris
ed occupation irrespective of the fact 
that initially he was in  authorised 
occupation of that premises.  There
fore', it is felt that the interpretation 
which was put on this provision by 
the Bombay High Court is not  in 
consonance with the intention  of 
the legislature.

So far as the first amendment  is 
concerned, all that I need say at this 
stage is that the Delhi Improvement 
Trust owns a number of buildings as 
also a number of plots of land.  The 
present Act is applicable to plots of 
land.  The intention by making  the 
present amendment is that the build
ings which are owned by the  Delhi 
Improvement  Trust  should  also 
come at par with the  premises or 
the plots which are owned by  Gov- 
vernment  The D  ̂ Improvement 
Truft hat been enperkmdag  con-
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aidenble dilSculty in evicting  un- 
authoriised occupants and also  in 
recovering arrears of rents and danv 
ages in respect of such buildings.

12 Noon.

The type of difficulty which is be
ing experienced by the Delhi  Im
provement Trust is the same as  is 
experienced by the Government and 
it is in the fitness of things  that 
there may not be any discrimination 
on  that score, particularly  when 
according to the existing Act  lands 
.belonging to the Delhi Improvement 
Trust are at par with the lands  be
longing to the Government.  There 
is no reason why there should  be 
any difference with regard to buil(̂- 
ings and by this amendment  this 
anomaly is sought to be removed. So 
far as the rest of the  amendments 
are concerned, they are more or less 
consequential which flow from these 
two main points which I have  just 
submitted before the House.

[Mr.  Deputy  Speaker in the Chair]

Before concluding, I want to point 
out a small matter a slight mistake 
which has crept in the Statement of 
Objects and Reasons.  A formal in
timation has been sent to the Parlia
ment Secretariat to make that correc
tion,  This is in the first paragraph 
of the Statem̂t of Objects  and 
Reasons, in line 1,0-  Ther wordfi used 
there are to this effect:  “The  BUI,
therefore, seeks to amend the defini
tion of ‘premises’ to cover land also„.” 
Actually it should be “The Bill, there
fore, seeks to amend the definition of 
‘premises* to cover land as well  as 
buildings.’*  This is quite obvious be
cause that is the real object of the 
amendment and there was  a small 
error which has crept in the State
ment of Objects and Reascms.  A 
formal intimation* as I have already 
said, has been sent to the  Parlia
ment Secretariat to n^e^s  cor
rection  that there may, be  ,  no 
scope for misunderstanding on that 
ground.  , ̂ '

Bir. How doet any
misundenstanding arise?  It is only' 
an amending Bill.  In the original 
Bill ‘premises' have been defined to 
Include building.  Therefore,  ‘pre
mises’ means any building at par and 
land also is included.  Where is tiifr 
difficulty?

Sardar Swaran Singh: No, Sir. It 
is stated:  “The Bill, therefore, seeks
to amend definition of ‘premises’ to 
cover land also”.  Actually it should 
be to cover buildings.  The intention. 
is to extend the scope so that build
ings also come under this—̂buildings 
belonging  to Delhi  Improvement 
Trust.  According to the  provisions 
as they now stand, land belonging to 
the Delhi Improvement Trust is  al̂ 
ready there.  This comes within the 
definition and by the amendment it. 
is proposed to extend the scope and 
include buildings also as is  clear 
from the relevant operative portions 
This is a small matter because  the- 
Statement of Objects and Reasons isr 
only a description of something____

Shri S. S. Mĉre: With reference to 
the pertinent question that you asked̂
I may say that in the original  Act 
of 1950, ‘premises’ has been definî:
“ ‘Premises’ means any  building  or
part of the building and includes.......
The reference in the StatMoent  of 
Objects and Reasons is correct  and 
the correction is something wrong.

Fandit Tbakur Das Bhargava (Gur- 
gaon): The proposed correction is all; 
right.  In line 10, the words  arer 
‘.....cover land also’......

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: This is  only 
an amending Bill.  “Premises’  had' 
be6n defined in the original Act to 
mean ‘any building  or part there
of.....*...

Pandit Thaknr Das Bhargava; If
you see line 10, the object will  be 
clear.  *Land’ is already there....

Mr. DepBty-fîfeokeis ‘BuiMingŝ tt̂ 
already there.»«
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Sardar Swaran togb: The position 

that I have attempted to state  i*
really the correct position because so 
iar as the existing provisions  of
the statute are concerned, buildings 
'belonging to the Delhi  Improvwnent 
Trust do not come within the scope of 
the Act. By this amendment, buildings 
are sought to be included. Therefore, in 
the 10th line, the expression should 
have been  such as to define  the 
premises to cover buildings also  or 
to cover land as well as  buildings. 
But, I submit that is not really  an 
operative part and even if there may 
1)6 a difference of opinion about the 
■exact interpretation to be placed on 
the Statement of Objects and  Rea- 
•sons, that is neither here nor there; 
"we have to lo(* to the provisions  ̂
-the Act.  But, I thought that I might 
correct that so that some body may 
not plead 5ome sort of an  estoppel 
saying that I am not carrjing out 
-what is mentioned in tfiis Statement 
of Objects and Reasons.  It was for 
that reason that I thought I  might 
•clarify the position.  With  these 
observations, I commend the  motion 
which  I have already moved  for 
acceptance by this House.

Shri M. S. Gnrapadaswamy (My
sore): Before the discussion begins, 
1 want to know the number of cases 
ot unauthorised occupation.  Can the 
■hon. Minister tell us?

Sardar Swaran Singh:  I presume
that the query which has been made 
l3y the hon. Member relates to  the 
cases of encroachment which  would 
now come within the purview of the 
Act and which are not. at the mo
ment, covered )»y the provisions of 
the Act as it exists at the moment. I 
may give that figure.  In January,
1953, the Delhi State Government re
ported that about 671 premises  be
longing to the  Delhi Improvement 
Trust were  in  unauthorised occu
pation and damagei! to the tune  of 
•about Rs. 3,83,000 and odd were out
standing from 2075 occupants thereof...

Shil T. M. meh (Banaras  Distt.- 
East): How many occupants?

Sardar Swaran Singh: 671 premises 
which are in unauthorised occupation 
and dues to the tune of Rs. 3*83,000 
and odd outstanding from 2075 accu- 
pants.

Shri S. S. More: Can we have some 
information about the cases belong
ing to the Delhi Improvement Trust? 
If separate figures for the  Delhi 
Improvement Trust are available, we 
shall be in a position to see whether 
there is a case for including  the 
Trust or not.....

Sardar Swaran Singh: 1 thought I 
gave these figures which my  hon. 
Friend is enquiring, if he had listen
ed with a little more attention,  671 
premises belonging to the Delhi Im
provement Trust.

Shri T. N. Singh: One point more. 
Sir.  Are all these  unauthorised 
occupants in respect of  buildings 
which were said to be acquired  by 
the Trust in 1938 or do they  relate 
to a later period?

Sardar Swaran Singh:  No,  Sir.
This is the total number nut  re
lated to any particular date.

Shri S. S. More: May I make  an 
appeal to you? Wh&a such measures 
are introduced on the floor of  the 
House, it is, I think, part of Giovern- 
ment’s responsibility to convince hon. 
Members of this House regarding the 
justness of their case.  Dishing  out 
data at  the eleveith hour on  the 
ifloor of the House and then  saying 
that Members have not  attentively 
heard him is rather too much  we 
can stand.  Will you lay down as  a 
part of your ruling that  whenever 
such things are piloted on Ihe floor 
ol this  House all  relevant  data 
should be supplied to the hon. Mem
bers previously?  If we come unpre
pared to this House, we are unable to 
scrutinise  the  provisions—̂ whether 
they an legal or ttllra vireB,  etc.— 
and we vote hastily for such half
digested measures; so  the Wh63e 

rsoutatioQ of the House is at gtake.̂
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Shri V. P. Nayar  (Chirayinkil): 
They want us to come unprepared.

Sardar Swaraa sinsh: So far as re
levant data is concerned, it has  al
ways been the endeavour of  the 
<iOvemment, in order to make out a 
case for acceptance of any legislative 
.measure that is brought about,  to 
place all the relevant data for the in- 
iormation of the hon. Members.  It 
has never been the intention to with- 
Jiold any data.  Some times, it is not 
jx)ssible to judge as to what are the 
important  points on which  infor
mation is necessary. In the  present 
vcase, as soon as it had been pointed out 
that it is a relevant matter, I  did 
not take any time to supply that in- 
'formation.  Therefore, I do not know 
what is the point of grievance really? 
There  need not be any ruling  be
cause we accept the position.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: So far as this 
matter is concerned, I might inform 
the House that when the amendment 
on Tariff Bill was sponsored  and 
/brought before the  House, the  pre
vious recommendations of the  Tariff 
Ck>mmission  and  other  ' relevant 
matters were asked to be furnished to 
the Members of this House.  So tar 
:as Bills of this nature are concerned 
where  many  figures  are  not 
involved, or the hon. Minister.  of 
liis own accord, when he  introduces 
liis motion for consideration,  gives 
the relevant figures  and as I have 
also allowed hon. Members now  to 
elicit some more information, I think, 
it is all right.  In all jnatters where 
complicated questions of facts  and 
■figures  have  to be looked  into 
laboriously by the hon. Members be
fore they can make a good contribu
tion to the debate, certainly  the 
Chair—even without the Chair ask
ing for it, the hon. Ministers therhselves 
—̂ will furnish it so as to have pro
per attention bestowed upon  the 
points.  So far as this Bill is con
cerned it is such a small affair, Md 
If the hon. Member had beard when 
the hon. Minister was  giving  the 
flgurtes he would not have put  the 
«̂ifltion.  There  is  no  ham U

occasionally hon. Members do  not 
hear, they may put questions.

Shri S. S. More; Some of us are of
somewhat slow understanding.

Mr. Depaty-Speakeir: There is no 
question of understanding; they are 
looking this side and that side,

I shall place the motion before the 
House.  There is another motion for 
reference to the Select Committee.

Motion moved:

‘That the Bill further to amend 
the Government Premises (Evic
tion) Act, 1950,  be taken into 
consideration.

Is the hon- Menaiw, • Lala Achint 
Ram, desirous of ttRsjyeg  a motion 
for reference of thi;-|i[ftt to a Select 
Committee?

Pan«t Thakar  iuiMCBTa: I
propose to make a motion for  re
ference to Select Committee.

Mr. Depaty-̂ aker: Yes, any ol 
the hon. Members in whose names 
the motion stands can do so.

Shri Gidwani (Thana): I under
stand that Government  is accepting 
the motion.

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: The
motion has not yet be«i moved. The 
motion  should  be  allowed  to be 
moved before any remarks follow.

Shri M.  S.  Gnmpadaswamy:  We
learn that Government itself is com- 
ihg forward with a motion for  rê 
ference to Select Committee.

Pandit  niaknr  Das  Bhargava:
There is no motion on behalf of Gov
ernment for reference to Select Com* 
mittee.  The only motion is in  my 
name.

Blr. Deputy Speaker: Hen
bers have the Order  Paper befbre 
them.

Pandit  niakar Das BhafSBva:  i
beg to move:
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**That the Bill be referred to 
a Select Committee  consisting 
of̂

BIT. Dqpfoty Speafctf: The hon.
Member must have given a list. 

Pandit Thakmr Das Bhargava: I

have a list.

Mr. Depttty-Speaker; And has  he 
taken care to ascertain that the hon. 
Members whose names he is giving 
are willing to serve on the  Select 
Committee?

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava: I
have asked some of them, and others, 
I presume* will not object.

Mr. Deputy-̂peaker: If the  hon. 
Members concerned are not in  a 
mood to object I shall accept it  as 
their tacit concurrence.  But it ought 
not to be the convention.  I expect 
all hon. Members  who have given 
notice of motions for reference  to 
Select Conunittee to give the  names 
in advance so that the  Chair  may 
have a copy; and the consent of  all 
the  Members proposed must  have 
been obtained and not merely  be 
presumed.

Shri V. P. Nayar: Let us hear the 
names.

Pandit Thakur Das Bbarsava:  I
beg to move:

“That the Bill be referred to a 
Select Committee consisting  of 
Shrimati Subhadra Joshi,  Shri 
Radha Raman̂  Shri C. Krishnan 
Nair, Sardar Hukam Singh, Shri 
Choithram Partabrai  Gidwani, 
Lala Achint Ram. Sardar Swaran 
Singh, Shri  Maneklal Maganlal 
Gandhi, Rajkumari Amrit  Kaur, 
Shri Girraj Saran Singh, . Shri
mati Renu Chakravartty,  Shri 
K. S. Raghavachari. Shri Rohini 
K.umar  Chaudhuri.  and  the 
Mover with instructions to  re
port by the 5th December,  1954.”

Shrimati  Renu  ChiifcraTartty
tBasirhat): I have already intimated 
ât unless we have,  perstpg
Irom ofur' parftjr* I  not be  aWe

to serve on the Committee as I l̂all 
not be here most ol the time.

Pandit Thakur Das Wiai|mu Then; 
we can have the name of some otĥ 
gentleman, Shri Pataskar.

The Minister  of  ParHamentarŷ 
Affairs (Shri Satya Narayan Sinha)r
You suggest some name-

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty;  I
suggest the name of Shri Nambiar, 
in addition.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker: Is the  Com
mittee to report by the 15th Decem
ber, or the 5th December?.

5T̂ ̂  December.
I am anxious that the Bill may come 
before the House this very Session.
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?nF!lT   ̂?rf   ̂   ̂ ÎT

 ̂  # 3fft  ̂  gjf? ajTsr T̂̂ %iM M*r- 

?fSV̂ 3ft #1 ?5Rr  ̂  ̂  JTT̂Tft̂r

 ̂^   ̂  n̂r?r  ̂ «it

 ̂  intr? 

 ̂  ̂  ?r̂  ̂  3Tmr̂  qnr  r̂rpTT,

 ̂ ̂  ̂  arry fir cmM ̂  ̂

^ r^ r̂nr?  ^̂RTRnf f

f 3rf? 5T=r̂ 3F  ̂fpfavvtf =T̂

1̂1 >d'STR' /i'3il*»i<i  ̂̂  ̂  »ii

 ̂ /Ĵr»i*i xPT̂  •TRj ̂

^ Ĥ»it)l n̂ciHi ’̂ÎTTT  ̂  ̂ 3̂RT vTT?

7̂ <TF̂ ̂    ̂ ?iiir ̂  ?r?

ÎTir jft  tiW)  ̂3r?̂ ̂  ̂   if ̂ rlT

t̂fq» 9FS1  ̂  3̂IT ^

'fl|i*l<̂l •̂ii*ii  1̂ I

W  ̂̂  ̂ TPT? V̂  ^ ?Ev  ̂^

i/«l iJT  hR  arr̂ Rr

mAnr  f»rs «r î «r

 ̂ < 3rr  ̂ 5?fTW  ̂ ^ srf*? f<nr

f̂hrf =f w W e ̂   ^

 ̂ 5eÎ, sft fr̂Nt  ̂krnf-

fl̂  ̂  ̂  ?5FfW

■M’̂ H  ̂ >d**̂l  T̂T T̂VRf

 ̂  «ni?̂  3rft apn «nsnr?r

4<t̂ H 3prn v1m9>i 'o(i9»,*Jjn*i

M lt «FR̂   ̂Î mfane i;3»t ît

 ̂  TOR  #iW r  ̂ 4

vrf58i?in> ^  ̂  ̂ ?̂ir  ?*i!*ir

n̂'T’TT 7   ̂wrf' ^ ̂ n̂nft I ̂  ̂

 ̂'oiî'Tĉ  ̂ I ̂ir
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ir ̂ w    ̂    ̂  r̂rmi i

 ̂ sFTznr r5̂ «ntf̂

^   ̂3n̂ 52 ̂  ^

fcRj  ̂  ̂ Hi§4e 5f#H* ^

 ̂ ?r?r ̂   ̂3 ̂

3f̂ w M=5 p̂M

 ̂ 3rf?  ?TyfkmT ̂   ^i

 ̂ ̂ 2pT̂ ̂;;;̂T̂ ;?7T̂ JT̂FFT

 ̂  ?rf  ’fra’  ̂  T̂R" r?TT ^

^ «rn̂  Tfrn̂ 5*M«i«4*Td ̂ ̂ n̂ Ni

 ̂^ ^   ̂   f r  ̂   *f

7TT5 ^3  ̂̂T5 ̂  ̂ H H f ̂

inv  ̂ r̂  3nr̂ ̂

 ̂ TW   ̂̂ RT  aniWi

?2f3q ^   ̂̂  frair  ̂ «R*

=5T I  ̂  ’TRT 9̂TT

ĝf̂ if «} arf̂ ?TT ^

 ̂ 1  Ŵ  =T̂   ̂  ^

 ̂   ̂   ̂  ̂  *IT

ift ̂ 5f7T̂ ̂  ̂jWto ̂  ̂

 ̂    ̂    ̂   'ifpiT   ̂    ̂  «pV

 ̂  TTF5T  9irrffaRr ̂ ̂

 ̂w r  ̂ ̂   ̂ «frr̂

?ar5r TO iffir  ^ w  1̂ w  I to*?W

 ̂̂   Tmnftw w  ̂̂ 'Wflw 3(ft ̂

■xf  giflf  arft ̂  mm 3if̂  ?tr- ̂

'3T3F   ̂̂   fTTO f 3jft

r̂a« ̂  TO ̂   ̂cpn̂  gif5̂i

TO“  ̂  ̂wfjfe ̂  3nf ^

 ̂   n̂rpft  ,̂Â'e<̂/’̂    ̂  t,r ^

n f̂ern- ^

 ̂ ?̂?5H3 arf*? ̂  ̂ Tf ̂ ViW  ^

 ̂    ̂   w irm   ̂   ^

1̂  ̂    ̂  1̂  W  iN

 ̂ 1̂ ̂  an̂ iTŴ ̂  f? ̂  arft 

 ̂  T W   *fit îT 3IT *niT

f, 3fTT  ci4tifl'4>  ̂«ll»̂ <1, fêTOT

cTTcĴ   ̂  3rf?  T̂̂fNr   ̂  HT̂

hm  ??r?n  ̂ aif?  r*r 

iTR?m-  ̂  n̂f̂ I"  ?nr mtrm 

R̂*r  ̂ ?̂itpTT I 9TFrff5Rr 

 ̂ ̂  fW   «iT  3rft  ^

3̂nr   ̂    ̂  ^

TO  ̂ fTimr 4̂-̂j«kh !̂V^

 ̂    ̂  T O  ̂ ^

3n?5̂fiW  Ij  =T Tihn̂   ̂^

 ̂  aif?  lift  âr̂    ̂in̂ ww iW î;ihr 

 ̂  5inr ̂   iPT?

 ̂ arFnuyf  aift

s ̂fri  if jh*(4*c  ̂ TO ̂   ̂ nT5

 ̂ vSNtR" WT̂ *f 973̂

4  î mf̂ q;  3RW   ̂   ̂   aih  w W e, 

r* = * l̂   3riV  ̂ T O ^

3fft TO  îrfhRnr̂ rrfnf 

 ̂  an3, 3TT3 *ftF  M>T̂r}  vTlfnif

 ̂̂  yr̂ <nfNr ̂  sVs  l̂iV 

^ T̂’̂i   ̂ aii<rci »lTd  1̂1*|J-

ŜSFT  ?IW  ̂ *î  >d»t̂7

ŷ Ĥyfyfjpq  ̂TO hW   ̂TOeT ^

?'t̂ i  I  ̂ ̂ TzNt̂  ̂   3|f?

r̂np ?T<̂i T<f̂i/ 3nF?̂*fsT

5T̂ 1̂ \ ̂ Vf9T   ̂ ̂  4 

3IFr >ai'l5  ̂  *<<5*1  cHTTff ;p[

TÔPTRfi ̂  3ff? ̂  ?l̂ 5*n/ 3F̂

 ̂ ĴR  ̂  ampft ŵ   *Rr?f  ̂ r ̂ 

*Tlfh ̂  <ŷ*̂l I ^HI*4  îreTrf̂ ̂  ̂ SfHf*!?

if" afft

TO 4 îtrrfV̂  ̂   ̂  ^

TO;?r if ̂ f  3ift  ?5f5̂X

 ̂  t  ̂  -hIMHI

Ijarr  arf?  ̂  ̂  ̂r*r

^ inrrfkr n̂fw  ̂  ̂  ̂ t?«-

T*iT«i<r̂ ĥ'i  ^nr̂  ??r?

 ̂   t r  ̂ w i

1̂*15 ̂   WRT ̂  151 ̂  ̂   iire*fNi

2(ft ^ fĤTTgf̂ iVRT? an®  fWV? 5f
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2̂

51  ̂ ^

 ̂  ̂  3HIJI

^ fŷiRr ?f w  3rft ar̂ 

3irr  *fiP<îi ^ 1̂ 1 j(RV*r

T̂ET  ̂   3if?  vj-̂ N 

 ̂  ̂ T^  3(f?

Îjn" I  ĉV*?>̂  ̂   ?+ î  T̂̂lT ?

 ̂ 'f  ̂f ̂  ̂rrf ̂  3ifr

?nrf  ̂  ̂  q ̂   aif? r̂f 

 ̂ âih tF arrd  ̂aj?r 

 ̂?̂RT  T̂tJ,  T̂l<l V<5 3fiV

 ̂    ̂ ̂ TTTl? TJm   ̂ ̂   =T̂

 ̂  ̂3(i*? î f̂N̂ -

 ̂  4 3(cn̂ ̂  |5T qWVikr ̂ in̂-

 ̂  ̂  \ ̂  ̂  ??RS fIT5r ̂   ̂̂

tîiMi -«4îai,  ̂ Ŵ9T  fvFR ̂

*ij<F<itî 3T̂ 'NciJ  ̂

fir ̂  f̂R̂FTT  3T̂n   ̂̂ 3rr ̂\ 

 ̂iT̂iRT̂  ̂f̂TTTQ ^ ^

,̂̂f,VOO ??n2   ̂   ̂  ̂   ̂̂

,̂«;̂,V00 ??T15   ̂   ̂ q5“5T  if

 ̂    ̂ n̂feTw 4 \̂ ŵ

 ̂  ̂  ̂ hm   ̂  V,V̂,000  ?>qT3  ^

UTT̂ 5Vr ̂  ̂Ffhr ̂   ̂̂ 1

 ̂<3̂ ?rfnf̂ ̂  ̂ gr̂   T̂  *i<<i

3fft  T  ̂  î̂ UUiiH   ̂  ̂

?W ̂  w   W  «ITl  3TBnr

5TT5r  V'aJd»̂  ■H'̂I'lld  *n̂ d̂ M ^

3F ̂  ̂   vJ H«?)l  ^̂,Q?.,ooo  ?>tTT3  ̂  I

q;?iT   ̂  ̂  Ef ?t̂f r’,

 ̂  ^  ̂ JT2FR-,  WrySTH  ^

iF  €.  TT̂)Fr, ^   ^

T̂̂FR- 3!?? ̂nfRTT *T  ̂\

<3T̂  ̂3rjf ^Hl   ̂^

îiHf ̂  1̂5 ̂  ̂    ̂?rq ^

 ̂q? ̂  ̂  ̂  ̂ ^

^ ̂   ?ji<îi t̂rt wîr̂ '*n', 

 ̂   ̂  ̂ if̂jRT̂  ^ I

 ̂IN) ?2r : iroig* *F ?«ra' 

«nw r̂?iT »T̂  tir  ̂  fro  ?R i  ̂ v̂i*

*nj ifi   ̂ ̂  *rf̂  «tU <Hi!<

 ̂^ 15̂  ^

^  ̂4  ^\  iW ? 5j“

 ̂ **i>Mi’   ̂ q>R  ̂3|̂

*fl̂*l cTM ̂<h1ii ̂

 ̂ *i’̂hI  ̂ T̂?f  ̂f$nj' 

îHPT 7̂  ̂  ̂  if ̂  f̂srr  ^

 ̂   ̂ ̂  T̂   ̂  I  ^

 ̂   ̂qr  ̂ ^ I ^

•̂1  ̂ ĥi him siicr̂Tc?̂

ĉ p̂WsVt  ̂  ̂ mi m,

ans jfteT  P̂TOrt q? 0̂0 3rp5f qpj  ĉchef

3iî \d  »̂q̂ +i«?>i»i *̂n*t  ̂ m̂rti  voo

?>q̂ *T̂  ’tnrr 1   ̂ =̂ztt  i

^̂ fwF »F ^  ?|-

 ̂ JifOO ̂<11 ?<;<<i Tpqx sff

 ̂  5|)T w ̂rsr ̂  ̂  cîgpfr

 ̂ >ĵ5r̂ >̂ter   ̂ 5r[T2

3|f? cT̂  ̂T̂ ̂  >3̂ erNrf  ̂t

cff̂  5TW ^  T̂  qf̂   3TT̂«ffd̂

ir̂ BkysR  ̂^mpS fqR torF  ̂  ̂ 

?fW  fiT̂rrpTT ̂ mpTTi anr  ^

*fw   ̂ MM  3nT»ft  ̂ ̂  ŝRW

 ̂-H'̂ H  H?, Nitiqi ̂ TcT  ^

«n?  TO   ̂ fg> i[m ?̂w

*(̂ H P̂rn3 ̂   T̂R" ̂  ̂iwr ̂ 1

q?TT  1̂)  ̂  ̂4 ̂4
?W  ̂ ^1  ̂ 4̂5T jf-

3TR̂ c; aift ̂  ?tW  ̂  ?cT̂ €c/cf̂d 

5TV tF  f ?5Fr *F  ^ J?̂PPT

 ̂̂ITR ?iqT3 ̂  «TT,  ^ 5frr

W.  ^  W «IT I  JT̂T*f ^

80 ?!qt3 ̂  ̂   ̂ q̂, ?5Rr 5PT

 ̂ WrPIT Trar I 3TtR T̂f̂  ̂ ̂ l̂̂ pft 

ra: w  ^ ?R̂ qr̂  ̂ «rr Pfls

v̂̂nSlpT, ̂JFHT Til, <r?r«H.  ?lBni ̂

M  ^   ̂  f  I ̂  f<̂ Jft  .
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^ ^  f!T TOR? ^

43TT gft ̂7 f̂TTTW 3̂̂ ̂ TĝiPT

^   ̂   ̂ ^

 ̂  ̂  fl q;3̂  #

?cf3?r 3TŴ ̂ +I<̂H friTT̂

fT ̂  I  ̂̂  ̂

7T̂)Rf  ̂ ^W ̂ 1 pr  ̂ ^

 ̂ i  q;ŝ  c ^̂ 
 ̂ sjriV cT  ̂# ?5p  ?mi  3rq̂

 ̂   ̂ cilJkl  ̂Tf̂ Hnr

 ̂ dNil  ̂Hcfhr ̂  3ff?  ^

'IPRftv  I *1*̂   ̂^

^ 4n   ̂  ̂^

ansnm  apt  ̂ ̂  ̂ r̂

?f̂ ̂  3rn4i «f9*f*Tc ̂  ̂  *̂1

 ̂  5T ibr, imfh? ̂  wHm ̂ 

iR*f5  ̂ 5Tiff  I ?TO

VT   ̂  5?  anf

 ̂ =T̂  T̂f̂ ?«̂>   ̂ ̂ TW

iVntê ̂  ̂   ft arft ̂  anter

 ̂ iRT  ̂3TT̂ jf I  c-IT'iW  îr

T'TsNf̂  3Tf?  T̂FRTT  ̂ r  ̂ 

w We ̂  ̂  ̂  mF̂  # ̂

 ̂ ?"̂ %'  *T̂ ar̂nm  ^

rfhrf ̂ ̂ Wf7> if"   ̂i -̂

 ̂  ̂ tJ" ̂  4 3Ti<rWe lîTihr

 ̂*̂nl?<rtH«?>  HW  *t)̂l 1̂ *5*̂

fw ^  ̂ ?tW   ̂ftacTTO f PsFfW 

fTT fraiT ̂  ?T̂ ̂   ^

^ 3fft  ̂ gnrfi  ̂aif? frr 

 ̂  ̂  ̂̂rrn̂ if aift 1?̂

T̂pftvT ̂   I 

R̂TT ̂Idl,  irfvT ̂  ̂ RT ̂   *niT 

^   ̂  ̂ n̂fl̂  ̂«mf»f̂ arft

r̂m inrr HT   ̂ srf ̂ n̂se

iimnft «ift  Vhnr

5(p  T̂TR" 3Egg ?itiT an̂ 1̂ ̂  wifN*

artr̂ it̂ipt ̂ •̂■cJ ̂ 'at̂H ̂ ̂"53̂ ̂an̂  ̂

4  ??T̂ W  ̂  a?P. 5̂̂

 ̂ ^  I ^̂t'A kR rsn? Tm

im ̂  ̂  =̂   ̂ 1   ̂̂

air-fV?fer M Wi  ̂ ^

 ̂ ?£p ̂  TJiRT  w ff arf? 
?fW ̂   f ̂ ̂1   ̂̂  crhif

 ̂ Tn̂  ̂    ̂ )̂Ww  ̂3fif  I

 ̂̂  ̂  ̂  ?T̂

^̂    ̂ tM f ̂  »f

iW w  # ̂0, v̂ an̂tW ̂ ̂u

 ̂ ?iW ̂  iFTH ̂  «n  ̂I ̂

^̂ ̂   ^ *17̂ ̂ WtT, WW ft*IT
 ̂   I  ? W    ̂W   ^

»î «IT  war  ««T, aift ̂

4?̂ ̂  ̂   ifT̂  wfvV

1̂  *iFT9T  ̂  I  i w  ^  t̂RNF2

*f̂ aigf ?̂r!IT ̂̂   T̂flfT ̂ 

 ̂̂   an̂ f̂i annt ̂  ̂  infvTV ft 1

arnr arnV̂ M W?

Whr iV̂JTeft ̂ ?H€L̂« t̂JRT ̂ rflJlt ̂ 

fT3ihr ̂ f?n?i ̂    ̂ ̂

f, f̂RHin- if" ŷ̂^̂

 ̂art̂ ?TT̂ ̂i(]̂i(] if fsRT ̂ ̂5[ft ̂  HfT 

?ffr ̂  1̂ 3TRT ̂  wWe ̂[Tf̂

nfir anr+ ipvRf 44 ar?̂  aiiV

 ̂̂,000 ?)tn3   ̂?5n5  5̂fT ̂TTf̂

1̂ î ntrf̂ ftTfif arf?  ^

 ̂ ̂  t fro ̂  n̂sf-

jfe 5̂ «iT, ^

r«ifHi «iRTr  ?<<̂qi aRf? r<wfi w

*n̂  ̂I  aif?  •f̂Hvi R̂T

V̂T?i ̂   7̂1 5?̂ ̂  ̂  '3k̂«  ^

*(RW #1 ̂  ̂nr ̂ ̂  Ĥh*i fĤh*i f 
 ̂̂  ̂TTf ̂ ̂  ̂  iTVRf ̂  Wr?pf l?l 

1̂ ̂nsrrnî ?«p f̂r »n?W V? ̂  ̂  nJ?- 

*îr ̂  I   ̂T*'HT*it̂r? ̂ siw ̂

firfinsi ̂ *jwr m»F(f f,  ^ 

 ̂ f̂r?frii  ^WRiTt  <nc
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32:

^   ̂ 'Cira'

'̂*4'j|'ai   ̂   ̂  I ̂ 3PT? ̂ I’̂ T

#   ̂ erW 4

f  I  ̂ itKMUM 3RT

7  ̂  ̂I  ̂  5̂T?nr  ̂ ^

vh fi  etîil*  ̂fir  ̂ n̂ipft r̂iV

 ̂    ̂ f ̂  ^ f H

W T   ̂ 4m  ̂̂  j ̂r

if, ŵ  ̂  jf" 4 ̂ 1̂

V̂ 3ITO   ̂   ̂  l?̂ a»TO ̂ t̂fO, ^

^ ̂  imrfw fiT̂ T I 0̂ ̂

 ̂ *1105 q  ̂  ^

Tfm I   ̂ Rv 3fw> ̂  ̂0 

 ̂ îck̂q  «̂i4)l WJh  ̂^

f̂qpet ̂   ̂ftR ̂ ipfqy ̂

*T  ̂I X̂  l/̂TdT  ̂ q̂Mi  ̂ ̂ rihnf

st 3î m?r ̂  ̂ TvniT ̂ d'̂dr'i<i   ̂ ̂  

 ̂ ̂ *rî  jpRTHr  ;f fiT̂ mr ̂  3ifr

<  I   ̂  ?iW   fTl̂  ̂   ̂

 ̂̂  I  fire ^

f  ̂  ̂   M W  

 ̂  ̂ wr̂  ̂ w^ 4̂i

 ̂ q̂r 5̂?R V'l 'Ml  ?

3̂T̂  ̂  W?  ̂ ̂ ?ep  ̂ r̂rM fsR-

 ̂ F̂T̂ff̂TTT̂ ̂ <rp<  '5ll̂ ^

■1̂   ̂ I  vi H  T̂?   ̂  T̂ < ^

-̂TW T̂rî 1̂   ̂   ̂ Ŵ

ô ?n=i;   ̂ qiŝ  ?  1

fT?fT I?* l/̂t̂il/*̂'̂  ̂  =̂̂71 «OT̂n

r»n?̂ M W t  w«rFT  ^

fTTO  ̂ ^ ̂   ̂if

 ̂2PTT;T iRT̂ft ;3  ̂̂

 ̂ v*iq> 4>ln̂i qî Wd te*)*!! iTRlT

# ̂  ̂ ^

if̂  ̂V̂  ift  itRlt ifl ̂

 ̂  ?̂{R>igRr  ̂ 1  ^

ife ̂    ̂ 5fV ̂îr*n ̂

3if?   ̂ vĵ-ŷ   ̂ 1̂

?«iWr   ̂  *T Î ^

5̂FT  w, ̂ TO- ̂   frtrq̂  ̂  

 ̂  I

 ̂4̂ fcTt? 'TT̂Plf̂ ̂ T̂TW *TT I  ̂

 ̂ JRf̂TT  3rFR̂ ^

qra Trari  r̂ ̂   r̂rr̂ ̂   3iî

vj •'.q̂ m̂T  I vd •'̂i  fcTy ̂

*̂‘̂••1?*  ̂ v̂i<i3if 1 cp̂  r̂

 ̂>d\JH*+)l •T̂•T̂ f̂TTPTT 
f<3R r̂lVI'tl   ̂fr’m I dhli ^

Tn5 arft 5̂r=TT J?per

2R ?T̂ Wl   ̂  )̂W JTTTft

>aiî  ̂  ̂  ̂ *̂i ^

f,f,  îR »ft  FW ̂  frmw

5T̂ jf"  3fFĤ M toT

 ̂fTET  ̂I

anr?  ̂   ̂  ̂

pT̂nr ̂ ̂  ̂  M  # I   ̂w$ms9T 

 ̂̂  w We f? y*»yĤv ̂ 5PPT

?5fT? f̂tNp #1 îT̂   ̂3n?r-

 ̂ rremsf  ̂ 1   ̂  ift

 ̂  ̂  c;  ^

M t o-?  in̂ rW  ̂ f  ̂  ̂3"̂   q;̂

 ̂f?rq ̂  krr̂ wn̂ 1 ̂ttr iw 7̂

fhrr ̂  ̂  ̂  ’STT̂i  t̂t

n̂f ̂i" •̂■̂1  'afwi  ̂'̂<=1  <4UT 

 ̂ 3TRf f 3Tf?  ̂iTT̂rnnEr

’’STFT̂ fjifar-gi mŵ ̂ ̂  ̂mŵ ̂ ̂  ̂  ^

J?RT Farrar 1 ̂ t̂ff?  wrt

f?  ̂̂ 377CTF5T cfhr fi

 ̂ b; ̂  srrr ^

^Nrt f   3ff? r ̂   ̂ 3ft

 ̂ ^1  ’TTO’  ??T̂

 ̂    ̂  H ^ ^1  r»r

 ̂ ̂    ̂ ttti «?̂  ?rf  'iJTdVf-

4*!% sii?*î ̂  ̂  T=T tr̂ r̂Wihr ̂

■'̂'̂   ̂ *>*>I*{h  ̂  ’TRT  ^

•siww  sriV vf̂«T»l TO"
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34-

srifNr  n̂w   ̂ wpfi  arft  ?5pt̂

n̂rpTT arf? fpW ̂   ^
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 ̂  f   ̂ 3IT ̂  ̂ \{m\f i W
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w  I vr  ̂ ^

 ̂ F̂iri 

Sardar Swaran Singh: Buildings of 
unauthorised persons not  belonging 
to the Improvement Trust.  That is . 
the distinction.

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava: 
Where is the distinction. Sir?

Sardar Swaran Singh: Buildings of 
Improvement Trust and buildings of 
unauthorised persons on Improvement 
ment Trust land.

T̂̂57f 5T?Î f̂W W*k:

?rf SiriW  f  I   ̂  3IR-  3TTT

MlVi'31  <̂<-11  ̂  I  Jp"  *11  f̂ilW

 ̂?5p  ̂  ̂   ̂  g-5T̂

3rnî R̂PVT I  T̂HR

mbm  ̂  ̂^  3fn  ̂

ter  5dWw

 ̂  ,4  f?Tfjî 3jrT ̂

ÎRTT f  l̂  ̂   ̂   f
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^   hmhiri jf jSf̂  3Tf? fTTO

 ̂ Ts>an<î 9̂>HT  ^

fsTTre

 ̂  *4̂ M  flTPf 1  jf̂

 ̂ V?IW  ̂  ̂'T̂  ̂ if

 ̂  r̂nsET  ̂ fhrr

nĴir  ̂ iŴ t*iJT'̂ 
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 ̂ T̂fT ajf?
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31TS7̂

t!»»\»iĵitR 4 ^»n^  ̂f<samr3̂  
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arnpRT̂ îW  tr̂ tos^R 

xihr̂ 4 otÎ  t?TR
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wî   3rf?   ̂ ^   r̂f̂fc/?   ̂

 ̂?rw   ̂fir ^

I   ̂ ?if  anr thmvc/?  ^

 ̂    ̂  ̂ #3Rf

 ̂   ̂  ^   sFPnr  7  ̂ f

xT̂ RR) ainî  JTR  ̂^Wt

aif?   ̂   ̂  3TfT*fi   ̂ ?5T̂  iî 5r?r 2(>r 
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f I  arcTFH 35  ̂  3ITĴ fW

Tjh[H  ^   fT̂ TT 4  ̂w r ̂ t,

arft >dwft̂ wrm frair 

f̂rhu 3trV ̂

f W    ̂ T̂RTT [̂f̂ A

3F  ̂ r̂fq- gri  ̂  ̂  \

Mr. Deputy-Spcakei: Let me place 
the motion before the House,

Shri Gidwani:  Sir, I have
given tTie same motion.

also

Mr. Deputy>Speaker: Does the hon. 
Member want that all  the persons 
who have tabled  the same motion 
should be called?  I will first place 
the motion already moved.

Amendment moved:

“Th§t the Bill be referred to a 
Select  Committee  consisting 
of.....”

Pandit Thakur Das Bfaargava:  Sir,
with your permission, I want to sub
mit three more names:  Col. Zaidi,
Shri Pataskar and Shri K. S. Ragha- 
vachari.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: The name of 
Shri Raghavachari is already there 
in the list.  I will include the  other 
two names and also Shri  Nambiar’s 
name already proposed and place the 
motion before the House.

Amendment moved:

•  That the Bill be referred to a 
Select Committee  consisting of 
Shrimati Subhadra Joshi,  Shri 
Radha Raman, Shri C. Krishnan 
Nair, Sardar Hukam Singh,  Shri 
Choithram  Partabrai  Gidwani, 
Lala Achint Ram, Sardar Swaran 
Singh, Shri  Maneklal Maganlal 
Gandhi, Rajkumari Amrit Kaur, 
Shri Girraj Saran Singh,  Shri
mati Renu Chakravartty, Shri K.
S.  Raghavachari,  Shri Rohini 
Kumar  Chaudhuri,  Shri  K. 
Ananda Nambiar,  Col.  B. H. 
Zaidi, Shri Hari Vinayak Patas
kar, and the Mover, with instruc
tions to report by the 5th Decem
ber, 1954”.

1 P.M.

The rule is that no Member who is 
willing to serve on the Select  Com
mittee will be called upon to parti
cipate in the debate here.  But if 
any hon. Member feels that he  or 
she must make observations at  this 
stage, he or she is entitled to with
draw from the Select Committee.

The Minister of Health (Rajkumari 
Amrit Kaur); I would like to inter
vene at some stage just to say a few 
words  about the Delhi Improvement 
Trust.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: I am afraid I 
cannot make an exception even  in 
favour of a Minister.

Shri Gidwani:  I would  like to
know whether  the  Minister  accepts 
the motion for reference to  the 
Select CornmiUee.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: What is 
attitude of the Government?

the

Sardar Swaran Stngfa: The attitude 
of the Govermhent is not very  un
favourable to this.

This should  beShri Gidwani: 
made clear.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  My difficulty
is: I am shouting out the names of a
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[Mr. Deputy Speaker] 

number of hon. Members who  are 
here.  They will participate in  the 
Select Committee, if the motion  is 
accepted by the House. The majority 
party is represented by the  hon. 
Minister.  We must  know definitely 
whether the hon. Minister is accept
ing  the proposal,  in which case  I 
would not allow those hon. Members, 
whose names I have mentioned,  to 
participate in the discussion.  If he 
does not accept, I will throw it open 
and shall allow every hon. Member 
to speak.

Sardar Swaran Singh: We will ac
cept this.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker: Shrimati Sub- 
hadra Joshi has written to me  that 
she is willing to withdraw in case she 
is not allowed to speak.  If she wants 
to withdraw, I have no objection  to 
allow her to withdraw, but I would 
not allow her to speak so long as her 
name appears in the list.

An Hon. Member: Does it apply to 
Sardar Swaran Singh?

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  He  is  the
Mover.  The exception applies to him. 
Yes, Mr. Tek Chand.  Hon. Members 
will be brief.  The motion is that the 
Bill be referred to the Select Com
mittee.

Shri Tek Chand (Ambala-Simla): I 
share to the fullest the fears and the 
apprehensions given vent to by  the 
previous speaker.  There are certain 
aspects of the operation of the exist
ing Act which ought to be scrutinised 
by the heads of Governments,  There
fore it is a welcome motion that  it 
be referred to the Select Committee, 
in order that the entire Act, as it is, 
may be overhauled, because  it  has 
certain unhappy  and ugly features. 
It is towards those that  I wish  to 
invite the pointed attention of  the 
hon. Minister.  So far as the Govern
ment Premises (Eviction) Act is con
cerned,  with the  best of desire,  it 
tends to be rather drastic in opera
tion.  I wish to invite your kind at
tention to section 3 of the Act.  Ac
cording to the provisions of section 3,

powers to evict certain persons from 
the Government premises vest in the 
competent authority. It is the compe
tent authority that has to be satisfied. 
So far as his satisfaction is concerned, 
whether it has been satisfactorily ar
rived at or casually  or superficially 
determined, he is his sole judge.  The 
other provision specifically  prevents 
any civil court from examining or re
viewing the correctness of his  own 
satisfaction or judgment.  He is  into 
himself the sole arbiter and the fate 
of the persons to be evicted rests ex
clusively  and  completely  in  his 
hands.  It is his whim, it is his cap
rice, it is his passing fancy which is 
to determine the fate of the  man— 
whether he has to be evicted or  is 
permitted to stay.  No civil court can 
sit in judgment upon his discretion in 
the matter.  This discretion is mires- 
trained, unrestricted, by the provisions 
of the Act.  The only break  is his 
own and enlightened conscience.

Now, I know of a case, the facts of 
which and the data for which I will 
furnish to the hon. Minister.  A cer
tain person’s land is the property  of 
the  railway, and therefore of  the 
Grovernment of India,  A certain per
son is the lessee for several  years. 
He wanted to build certain buildings; 
he had to submit plans to the Gov
ernment. The plans had been examin
ed by the Government and approved 
by the Grovemment.  After that, some 
officer makes it his fancy that these 
premises should be acquired, despite 
the fact that there are structures  of 
the value of Rs. 80,000 or the like. 
Notice is given to a man who has been 
in occupation for the last two decades. 
The  formula  is  repeated,  namely, 
“You are in imauthorised occupation 
of those premises; take notice  that 
within the stated period, 15 days, you 
will be evicted.”  He prases, he goes 
to the authorities, but nothing hap
pens.  So  far «as  the  competent 
authority is concerned, it simply en
dorses the language  of the  notice. 
There is an appeal in the sense that 
there is no hearing at all.  Some sort
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of written  representation  is  enter
tained, and he is told that the appeal 
is rejected.  No grounds, no  reason
ing, nothing  is stated.  A man who 
has  on that  land  building  worth 
Us.  80,01)0 is only  to be called  an 
unauthorised occupant and the evic
tion notice is given.  This Act further 
provides  no  compensation for  the 
lessee who has built on the land, the 
buildings and the plans approved  of 
by Government, and he is not in ar
rears of payment of rent even by  a 
single day.  At first, what  happens 
is, they keep  on asking  for  more 
rent.  He has no choice in the matter. 
He is dumbfounded.  A couple  of 
years later, the mouth  opens  still 
wider.  He puts in more rent. Des
pite the fact that he is not in arrears, 
so far as the payment of rent is con
cerned, nonetheless, he  is summarily 
asked to get out and leave his build
ings where they are. The question of 
compensation is  not even suggested, 
not to say of its determination or its 
fixation.

Kindly see section 3.  It  provides 
for  the competent  authority being 
satisfied about certain matters, one of 
them being that a certain portion  is 
sub-let.  Even  then,  the person is 
deemed to be in unauthorised occu
pation of Government premises  and 
he is liable to be ejected.  For ins
tance, if there are premises of Gov
ernment—may be of 20 or 50 rooms, 
and one room is sublet, then the per
son is liable to be evicted the entire 
building,  whether that building has 
been  constructed by him or by the 
Government.

Then again, the definition is to be 
enlarged.  The  expression  ‘‘Govern
ment premises” is being  changed to 
“public premises,”  It will mean not 
only buildings but also land.  Land, 
as the hon. Minister knows far better 
than I do, has a diversity of statutory 
definitions.  Land has been defined to 
include buUdings, hafe been  defined 
to include plots, and has been defined 
to be confined or restricted to  agri
cultural land; at places, land has been, 
under certain statutory definitions, de
fined to exclude gardens and court

yards, and other  things.  Therefore, 
it would have been desirable if it was 
intended to include land within  the 
definition of ‘premises’ so as to fur
ther specify expressly the  definition 
of land.  If you are including agricul
tural land, kindly  see  the  conse
quences that will follow as a result 
of  sheer process of logic.  If  land 
excludes  agricultural  land,  every 
Grovemment  tenant is liable  to  be 
evicted according to the fancy  and 
caprice of the competent  authority, 
whether his crops are there, whether 
his harvest is there, or whatever  is 
there.  Unless you are going to  res
trict and in express terms define with 
absolute  precision the  term “land” 
my fears are that you will yourself 
later on come with a second amend
ment, because you will find the Act as 
such absolutely unworkable.

•  Mr. Deputy-Speaker;  This is only 
an amending Bill: so the observations 
should be restricted to whatever  is 
sought  to be  amended.  The  term 
“land” is not sought to be amended.

Shri Tek  Cband:  Previously  the
Act was confined to buildings only.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  The  hon.
Member is mistaken.  On the other, 
hand it was confined to land so far 
as the Delhi Improvement Trust was 
concerned.  Now they want to include 
buildings also.

Sardar Swaran  Singh:  It  covers 
both land  and buildings  so far as 
Government property is concerned.

Shri Tek Chand: I happen to have 
the Act.  Previously the Act was con
fined to buildings only.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  No, no.

Shri T. N. Singrb:  He is  referring 
to the 1947 Act.  This  is an amend
ment of the 1950 Act.

Shri Tek Chand: 1 would  drâr
your attention to Act XXVII of 1950 
by the name of the Government Pre
mises (Eviction) Act 1950.  Will you 
very kindly turn to  sub-section (c) 
of section 2? '

“Premises” means any building 
or part of a budding and includes 
gardens, etc.” '
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Therefore, what the  original Act 
defined was building.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I am afraid
there is some  confusion.  What  is 
sought to be amended  now is  the 
definition of the term  “Government 
premises”.  Government premises are 
called by the name of public premises. 
Public premises are defined to include 
within it land as well as buildings of 
the Delhi Improvement Trust as  iB 
the case of other  Government pre
mises, which include both land  and 
buildings.  There  is an inadvertence 
in the Statement of Objects and Rea
sons.  It is not  a definition of pre
mises, but public premises or Govern
ment premises.

Shri  Chand:  The point  is,
because this Bill is going to a Select 
Committee it will be desirable  to 
define the term “land” with greater 
precision, so as not to include in  it 
agricultural land.

Mr. 0̂ ty-Speaker:  That is go
ing beyond the scope of the Bill.

Shri Tek Chand:  Very  good.  I
can then only express my fear that 
if there is going to be rigid adher
ence to the provisions as they are 
worded in the present amendment, a 
second amendment will follow.

So far as my next point is concern
ed, I wish to invite the pointed atten
tion of the hon. Minister to Section 5.

Mr. Depnty-Speaker:  Section 5 is
not sought to be amended and there
fore it is out  ot tne  scope oi  the 
Bill.  This is not a repealing Act. 
Only certain  sections are  touched. 
How can the hon.  Member go into 
other sections?

Shri Tek Chand:  All that I sub
mit is that, if you  think  I am  in 
order, now that the matter is going 
before a Select Committee, the Act 
as such may be overhauled.  If, how
ever, you think that I am asking for 
something which is not within  the 
scope or out of  competence of  the 
Select  Committee,  f̂en  the  ques
tion. doM not arise

Bill

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker: It  does  not 
arise.

Shri Tek Chand:  The next thing
is that rent or damages are sought to 
be recovered  like arrears  of  land 
revenue.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Even  that
section is not touched.

Sardar Swaran  Singh:  Only  so
far as it is sought to be extended to 
the Improvement Trust.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  I am afraid
inerely because the words  “Govern
ment premises”  are  sought to  be 
substituted  by another  description 
“public premises”, the whole section 
is not thrown open to discussion.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Once 
a section is open to amendment, any 
other amendments to the same sec
tion may be considered—̂that is what 
we have been following right through. 
We cannot go to another section, but 
we can bring  amendments  to any 
part of that section.  The whole sec
tion is open to discussion.

Mr.  Deputy-Speakerr  I  do  not
think so.

Shri Tek Chand:  So far as  tiiis
matter is concerned, I  respectfully 
submit that  I am on terra  firmâ 

Section 4 on page 5 reads:

“Power  to  recover  rent  or
damages in respect  of Govern
ment premises as arrears of land
revenue.’̂

Tb/i ncr.'  changc  that  is  being 
brought about is not merely confined 
to Government premises only, but it 
is going to include so far as realis- 
ability of the dues is concerned,  to 
all premises whether they happen to 
be owned by  the  Government  or 
whether they happen to be the Gov
ernment property or not.  In other 
words, the Revenue Recovery Act of 
1890 is going  to  be extended  not 
merely to the property owned by the 
Government  but  also  to  property 
owned by another  jurisdic  person, 
namely  some corporation,  or some 
local authority.
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Mr. Deputy>Speaker:  I would like 
to know from the hon. Member whe
ther definition of “Government pre
mises” has been extended to include 
any new category which is not in the 
original Act, in which case I will cer
tainly allow discussion.  But that is 
not so.

Shri Tek Chand:  I would request
you to turn to section 4, sub-section 
(1) of which reads:

“Subject to any rules that may 
be made in this  behalf by  the 
Central Government, by notifica
tion in the official  Gazette, any 
sum due by way of rent in respect 
of  any  Government  premises 
which is in arrear  may be  re
covered  by  the  competent 
authority from the person liable 
to pay the same in the same man
ner as an arrear of land revenue."

Therefore.  recovery as land reve
nue is restricted to  premises which 
are known as Government premises.

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  It is already
so in the original Act,

Shrimati Renu Ctaakravartty:  Now
it is being extended.

Mr.  Depvty-Speaker:  The  hon.
Member must satisfy me before  he 
proceeds  further.  For  the  word 
“Government premises” ‘"public pre
mises” are sought to be substituted. 
Then, in the word ‘land’, in addition 
to l£ind, buildings are  included.  Is 
it the contention uf  Iiuu. Mem
ber that so far as the buildings are 
concerned, they  are included  and 
they have  been brought  under the 
existing definition and therefore, to 
that  small  extent,  whether  the 
arrears of rent should be treated as 
arrears of land revenue or not.  I 
can understand, if, for merely ‘Gov
ernment premises’, the word ‘public 
premises’ is used, without any addi
tion regarding the scope of the pub
lic premises; there is no substance..

 ̂ Shri Tek Chnnd:  Tt is grossly ex
tended.

Mr.  Deputy-Speaker:  Extending
only to this.............
Shri Tek Chand:  No, Sir.  I  am

inviting your attention to the firsl̂ 
page, clause 4, amendment of section 
.2, Act XXVII of 1950.  Kindly read 
(b).  ‘Public premises’  means any 
premises belonging to or taken  on 
lease or requisitioned by the Central 
Government, or requisitioned by the 
competent authority  under the Re
quisitioning and Acquisition  of Im
movable Property Act of 1952.  That 
is to say, whether they belong  to 
Government or not; it may be my 
premises or your premises which is 
requisitioned  by the  Government. 
They become public  premises now. 
And lastly, in relation to the State 
of Delhi, it includes any  premises 
vested in the  Delhi  Improvement 
Trust—that is a third  category  of 
public  premises.  The  fourth  cate
gory—any  premises  vested in the 
local authority in that State.  There
fore, the original definition of ‘Gov
ernment premises’ had to be substi
tuted by the other handy word ‘pub
lic premises* because the term pub
lic premises is going to include four 
categories of property.............

Mr.  Depnty-Speaker:  They  are
there in the original Act.

Pand̂ Thaknr Das Bharsava: My
friend is not taking into account the 
amendments;  Act  XXV  of  1952 
amended this Act; this is the second 
measure.

Mr. Deiinty-Sni»«1re»*! Act  of
1950, as amended in 1952, is sought 
to be amended now.  It must have 
been made clear.

Sardar Swaran Singh:  The clause
in the amended form is at  page  4 
and it is reproduced here incorporat
ing the latest amendments.

Mr. Depaty-Speaker:  The  defini
tion there in the annexure gives the 
amended  form.  Therefore,  am  2 
right in thinking that there is  no 
difference between  clause (b)  there 
except in relation  to buildings and 
clause (b) of the present
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Sardar Swaran  Singh:  That  is
correct.  Only addition is ‘buildings’ 
and their rent is sought to be made 
«̂at par with Government buildings.

Shri Tek Cliand: I am grateful  to 
the hon. Minister.  The effect of the 
new amendment is this.  A building, 
which previously  was not Govern
ment building—if the rent in respect 
of which was in arrears, what is the 
remedy?  It is the remedy of  any 
ordinary citizen.  Now, with respect 
to such a building by bringing about 
a change in the definition, the effect 
will be this.  Anybody who is  in 
arrears, his things will be sold.  If 
he happens to be a tailor, his sew
ing machine or if he happens to be 
an artisan, his tools—his goods  are 
attached and sold under the Reve
nue Recovery Act of 1890 and there 
will be no scope for  instituting  a 
suit or taking a decree.............

Mr. Deputy-Speaker:  Even  there, 
tools and implements of artisans etc., 
are exempt from attachment.

Shri Tek Cband:  So far  as  the
Revenue  Recovery  Act of 1890  is 
concerned, there are no such exemp
tions of the type within the contemp
lation of section 60 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure.  For the purpose of 
revenue recovery, what the Collector 
•does  is this.  He  receives a  certi
ficate, if it is not within his own juris
diction, from the neighbouring Col
lector.  If h° is the Collector  him
self and if it is in his very district, 
he simply issues a  certificate.  Or, 
there is a proclamation whereby all 
his properties stand attached and the 
next step is sale.  Therefore,  what 
will be the result?  Any officer who 
îj a little  too conscious  of the im
portance  of his own  duties—what 
will he do?  He may be the compe
tent authority or a delegate of  the 
competent authority.  If a poor man 
is in arrears  in payment of rent— 
may be by a month or two—the very 
source from which he derives his in
come will be dried up by the attach
ment of  those  very  properties. 
Therefore, this deserves  to be exa
mined with greater scrutiny.  I hope

and request that  the  Select  Com
mittee should be able  to  examine 
certain loopholes  and certain other 
aspects which, if not  correctly  or 
properly amended, will lead to very 
serious difficulties  for the ordinary 
man.

[Sardar Hukam Singh in the Chair]

Shri S. S. More:  Now, an attempt 
is being made to alter the definition 
which has been given in the Act  of 
1950.  In the original  Act of 1950, 
there was only one definition “(b): 
Government  premises  means  any 
premises belonging to  or taken  on 
lease or requisitioned by the Central 
Government”,  But  this  definition 
was replaced  by another  definition 
by the Act of  1952—Requisitioning 
and Acquisition  of Immovable Pro
perty Act of 1952.  The original de
finition  in the  Act  of  1950  was 
knocked out and another substituted 
in its place.  A  third  attempt  is 
being made now to modify the defi
nition.

It will be worthwhile  to subject 
the definition  of 1952 to  a  closer 
scrutiny to find  out  whether  any 
third definition is at all necessary.  I 
would take you to the definition  of 
1952.  In the annexure to the Bill, it 
is given.  Here,  ‘Government  pre
mises’ have been defined in an elabo
rate manner so as to include the pre
mises  of some  other  authorities— 
authorities other  than the  Central 
Government.  Now, I would request 
you, for the present, to forget a  few 
sentences of this  definition of 1952. 
Let us read this definition.  ‘Govern
ment premises’ means—I  go to the 
disputed part of the definition which 
is being now sought to be amended— 
“any land belonging to the Improve
ment Trust, Delhi, whether such land 
is in the possession of, or leased out 
by the Imprbvement Trust”.

Now, the hon.  Minister  was  at 
pains to convince  this House  that
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word ‘land’ is not  sufficiently  com
prehensive as to iiiclude buildings and 
therefore, an attempt—I think if  I 
make a misstatement, he will be kind 
enough to correct me—is being made 
to widen the definition so that build
ings are included.  I will now requ
est you to go to the  definition  of 
“premises”.  This  definition  of 
premises is given in sub-clause (c). 
P̂remises’ means  any  building  or 
part of a building and includes the 
garden, grounds and  outhouses,  if 
any, appertaining to such building or 
part of a building, etc.  According t® 
this definition of premises, ‘premises’ 
does mean buildings  also.  Let  us 
scrutinise and subject it to a cloeer 
analysis.  According  to  part  (b), 
‘Government premises’ means  land 
and premises  also.  According  to 
part (b), read with part (c) there
fore, ‘Government  premises’  does 
mean not only land in the ordinary 
connotation of  the word ‘land’ but 
‘premises’ wiU also mean buildings 
or  part  of  the  buildings.  I 
would  say  a word here  that  the 
quality of our legal drafting has un
dergone a definite deterioration.  The 
persons who belong to the Legal De
partment, in spite of the high salari
es they draw, do not show the high 
efficiency which is expected of them 
and therefore, I would say, all tiiese 
troubles  come in.  We  are  perio
dically asked to modify our definitions. 
The result is at the end of about five 
or six years we do not know where 
we stand, and then the High Courts 
or the Supreme Court give a knock 
on our knuckles saying that the legi
slation has not been properly Worded.

My submission is if we interpret 
this definition as it is and if we read 
the first part of  this definition (b) 
along with (a).................

Pandit  Thakur  Das  Bhargava:
There is a further definition in 1951. 
Please see that.

Shri S. S. More: I thank my friend 
Pandit Thakur  Das Bhargava  for 
Ijringing this to my notice.  I have 
applied my mind to this Act of 1950,

to the Act of 1952 and to the amend
ing Bill as it is given, and when we 
are interpreting a complex and com
plicated definition we are required to 
spend some brain energy on it.  This 
particular new definition having been 
brought to my notice now, I  must 
admit that I cannot immediately ap
ply my mind to this and see what the 
difference is.  This only proves one 
fact, that our Government  is  very 
prolific in producing definitions from 
time to tmie with the bewildering re
sult we do not know where we stand. 
My friend Mr. Gurupadaswamy says 
we are still short of a good definition 
because we are still short of a good 
government.

My submission is this definition is 
there. Let us scrutinise it.  If we find 
that it is comprehensive enough  to 
cover even those cases  which  are 
sought to be covered by this amending 
clause, then our efforts are ̂jieedless 
and our legislation will be iilffective 
or useless and will only entail some 
expenditure.

With these remarks about the draft
ing I proceed to the merits of the case. 
Now an attempt is being  made  to 
rope in, under the definition of public 
premises, the Improvement Trust of 
Delhi.  I would also point out that 
in Delhi there are certain areas  in 
which the local authority was in ex
istence before 1950, that is before the 
Improvement Trust came into  exis
tence, and lands have been leased out 
to different persons who mostly come 
from the poor and the middle classes, 
and they have put up small or  big 
buildings eind are residing in these 
buildings for decades. , What is the 
main purpose, the main activity of 
this Improvement Trust?  As  I im- 
derstand, this Improvement Trust is 
out to augment its income and is uti
lising all these powers as a screw to 
squeeze out more and more money. 
There is a  memorial  presented  to 
Government  by  the  Delhi  Middle 
Class Householders’  Association  and 
they have given  certain  facts  and 
figures.  According to this memorial
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land was originally lent  to  certain 
individuals at the rate of two to eight 
annas per hundred square yard.  Now 
the Delhi Improvement Trust, in spite 
of the sanctity of contract which Gov
ernment always fling at the face of 
private individuals when they agitate 
for higher rents,  this  Improvement 
Trust in certain cases has demanded 
a rent of Rs. 25 per hundred square 
yards in place of the rent which was 
to the tune of two, fmir or eight annas 
for  that piece of property. Govern
ment, and particularly the party  in 
power which is also in power in the 
different States, is very busy—and we 
applaud their effort—in putting some 
ceiling to the grabbing, greedy ten
dency of the landlords, saying “this 
should be the final highest limit  be
yond which no landlord should pro
ceed to increase his rent.”

But is it not necessary that Govern
ment, when they own  any  property, 
should by their own practice  set  a 
model to such greedy landlordism; or, 
are we to say that all these restrictions, 
compulsions are to operate only in the 
case of private landlords and Govern
ment which is  the  largest  landl/)rd 
should be exempted from all these res
trictions?

I can give you instances from Poona 
district. There th& Defence Department 
is out to acquire pron#»rtv for its own 
expansion and huge acreage of  good 
fertile land has been requisitioned from 
peasants. And with what result? Are 
those properties utilised for building 
up the projected buildings or construc
tions? No. They are remaining in the 
form of agricultural land. The persons 
whose lands have been acquired, the 
owners of the lands, have been con
-  rted into tenants. And they are paid 
compensation—̂not proper  compensa
tion, but Government’s coercive powers 
have been used—and rich fertile lands 
have been taken for a song.

Bill

When the proprietors are  converted 
into tenants, what  happens?  Govern
ment impose some rent. Not only that. 
If the rent, the exorbitant rent which 
is imposed  by  the competent  au
thority appointed by the Central Gov
ernment—and this authority,  though 
defined here as ‘competent authority’ 
might be very incompetent as far as 
the interests of the public are  con- 
cerned—they impose high rents and 
they show the worst tendencies of a 
greedy landlord and if the poor cul
tivator, who is displaced  from  the 
status of the proprietor to the status 
of tiie tenant, is not in a position to 
pay that high rent, then he is evicted 
straightway.

And what is the time-limit?  Ac
cording to section 3 fifteen days’ no
tice is enough.  The notice will  be 
given by post or otherwise. You know 
how the wheels of the  post  move. 
Possibly in distant places the notices 
are not received in time. But the limi
tation will come in.  And the appeal 
provided is not to any local authority 
or any district judge or any  other 
judicial authority in that particular 
district; the appeal is to tne Central 
Government, and that tcc within a 
period of ten days.

This Bill, though it has been on our 
statute book for only two years, has 
been operated in a ruthless manner. 
I believe the Select Committee will 
be perfectly risht if they take into 
consideration the sinister operation of 
this Bill.

I wUl quote you another instance. 
At Kurdwari which is one of the rail
way centres there is a small mitai 
gali.  Certain lands owned by Gov
ernment have been leased out to per
sons,  Eviction  notices  have  been 
issû —though it is called a mitai gait 
the actions of Government are not as 
sweet as a mitai is supposed to be*— 
notices have been issued, o-3r  "
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eviction have been served on the peo
ple and by way of penalty and da
mages two rupees per square foot per 
annum has been asked to be paid to 
the Government treasury.  In Poona 
City the prices of plots  have  gone 
down and you can have a good plot 
in a fairly decent locality at Rs. 2 
per square foot, and you become the 
proprietor of the plot for future gene
rations if you can keep it with you. 
But here in a small town two rupees 
per square foot per annum has to be 
paid to Government by way of rent, 
damages or penalty.  If this Govern
ment is trying to justify its claim that 
it is a government of a welfare state, 
it must be more humble, less greedy 
than the ordinary landlord whose ne
farious activities have to be checked 
and controlled by the welfare state. 
It must set an example  of moderate 
claims.

An Hon. Member: They  are in
capable.

Shri S. S. More: Of course,  my
friends are telling me that they are 
incapable.  I do agree with them, but 
with all that,  I must try to urge on 
their mind, if there is some scope for 
improvement, that they should set an 
example to ordinary landlords.  So, 
this is my submission.

As far as the Delhi  Improvement 
Trust is concerned, why should they 
be placed  on a special  pedestal, so 
that all their dues should be recovered 
as arrears of land revenue? Land reve
nue is sometluiife u-ixxci ciit ai  wicse 
dues.  Let them go to the ordinary 
courts.  What harm is there?  It is a 
corporation owning property, and as 
m necessary part of their owning pro
perty, they will have to take  some 
legal steps.  But, unfortunately, the 
ambit of the jurisdiction of the courts 
is being progressively contracted. Gov
ernment’s claims are beyond the juris
diction of the courts.  Land revenue 
claims are also beyond the jurisdiction 
of the courts. And then, on top, the 
dues of such associations, such cor
porations, are also taken out of the

jurisdiction of the courts. I  wonder 
for what purpose the courts are to- 
remain.  Possibly we.  will have  to 
amend that part of the Constitution 
which prescribes a judicial system and 
say that in this welfare state there 
is no further necessity for any courts 
because the competent authorities are 
comi>et9nt to deal with judicial claims 
of whatever sort they might be.  This, 
is my submission.  I. do not want to- 
take (Interruption).

It is a measure which appears to be 
very small, but its legal  or  illegal 
effects, the sinister effects which are 
likely to emerge front this particular 
measure are of. the gravest dimensions 
and therefore, I would say that the- 
Select Committee will  be  p»erfectly 
justified and we. eîecb of the Select: 
Committee that it will take all these 
aspects into consideration and will not 
be hoodwinked into the belief  that, 
this is a very innocent measure, that 
they have to change a comma here- 
and a comma there.  That is not the* 
case.  It is a very serious  measure 
which will affect the lives of many 
people.  My friend Bhargava has nar
rated in a very pitiful manner  the 
stories of refugees, but it affects not 
only refugees.  It affects other per
sons who are residents of Delhi.  It 
affects other residents  whose  lands 
have been requisitioned.  They  run 
the risk of being refugees on  ttieir 
properties if this Government is allow
ed to go on unrestricted in this way. 
That is mv

Shri  Sadfian  Otipta: (Calcutta*
South-East): We have been told by 
the hon.  Minister that tliis particular 
Bill is apparently a very  innocuous; 
thing.  The way he introduced it was 
to say that the Government and the 
Impro\̂ement Trusts did not have cer-̂ 
tain powers and the Bill was intended 
to confer such powers on the Govern
ment  and the Improvement Trusts; 
What he has not told us is the hidden 
story behind the deeds of the Delhi 
Improvement Ti'usts, the story of the
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implications of this Bill—I mean not 
the legal implications, but the impli
cations in terms of misery, in terms 
of oppression, in terms of corruption 
which the Delhi Improvement Trust 
is going to inflict upon the public of 
Delhi and has been inflicting upon the 
public of Delhi, and which it is going 
to inflict upon the public of Delhi by 
taking advantage of this Act.

I think by now it is quite clear that 
the question is  not  Whether  some 
authority, some power has to be given, 
but the question is whether we are 
going to allow certain classes of peo
ple to be driven out into the streets, 
to be deprived of  their  livelihood 
through what is  apparently  an  in
nocuous measure.

There was an  enquiry  committee 
regarding  the  Delhi  Improvement 
Trust—an enquiry committee  which 
was constituted by no means  with 
radical members, by no means with 
members  who  are  communistically 
mciined or that kind of thing. It was, 
I believe, presided over by Mr. G. D. 
Birla, and even that committee has 
unreservedly condemned the profiteer
ing of the Delhi Improvement Trust. 
It has condenmed the deeds  of  the 
Delhi Improvement Trust in such a 
-manner that after that condemnation 
J would have thought any Government 
which claims any pretence to democra
cy would have thought twice before 
extending the powers of the  Delhi 
Improvement Trust.

A number of instances come to the 
mind while talking of the Delhi Im
provement Trust.  There is, for ins
tance, the story of the Ajmeri Gate- 
Delhi Gate Slum Clearance Scheme, 
the story of the corruption in the Im
provement Trust and  various  other 
stories.  Let us take the story of the 
Ajmeri Gate-Delhi Gate Slum Clea
rance Scheme, because that is a story 
which is typical of the oppression, of 
the tyranny which the Improvement 
Trust perpetrates on the poorer sec- 
'lions of the Delhi population.

Mr, Chairman:  May I request the
hon.  Member kindly to keep in mind 
that it will not be fair to go into the 
details of those profiteering activities. 
He can refer to them as a reason for 
not giving them this extension or pri
vilege under this Act, but we cannot 
go into details with what they have 
been doing etc. {Interruptions).

Shri Nambiar (Mayuram):  That is 
the background.

Shil Sadhan Gopta: I do not choose 
to name individuals, I do not propose 
to name anyone, but the modus oper- 
andi of the Improvement  Trust  is 
very important because it must influ
ence our decision, it must influence our 
opinion in deciding whether to grant 
powers to such a body.  Merely say
ing that it has been profiteering  or 
merely saying that it has not been do
ing its duty does not carry us far. We 
have to convince this House and we 
have to teJJ them the way in which it 
has operated, and therefore some de
tails of its modus operandi would be, 
I submit, quite relevant for this pur
pose.

In this particular case, this scheme 
originated in 1938.  At that time, the 
signature of the local people was pro
cured on the belief that their area 
would be deemed up.  Now, everyone 
wants his area to be cleaned up.  No 
one is in favour of the horrid slum 
conditions that exist in Delhi or in aU 
other cities in India.  So they signed 
for the  scheme.  They  wanted  a 
scheme. They got it. And now, how did 
that  scheme  operate?  The  slums 
were cleared, no doubt.  People had 
built their houses in those slum areas. 
Their houses were acquired and when 
it came to the payment of compensa
tion, the compensation given them was 
at the 1938 rate.  Now, a person be
ing cleared out of his house in 1947 
or 1949 or 1950 being compensated at 
the 1938 rate when that person is a 
poor person is a comi>ensation that is 
hardly adequate. And that is not all. 
In many cases, it has happened that 
persons have been in  unauthorised 
occupation of the land, because they
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cculd not possibly move out of that 
land, because there was no suitable 
alternative.  Now, ior this unauthoris
ed occupation they are supposed to 
pay damages, and it is said that those 
damages are to be set off agamst the 
compensation payable.  The result is 
that they will have probably not a 
pie, but on the other hand, perhaps, 
they would have to pay something. 
Now, that is the justice which the Im
provement Trust metes out to  the 
poor residents.  We know what those 
residents are in those areas—vegeta
ble vendors, cobblers and other kinds 
of hawkers, and mostly people of the 
very poorest classes  or  the  lower 
middle classes, who somhow eke out 
an existence, earn some livelihood, and 
have somehow gathered perhaps some 
means to build up a small house.  If 
they are driven out into the streets, 
deprived of their houses, deprived of 
their compensation, and on the other 
kand, expected to pay to the Improve
ment Trust, that, I can say, is only 
heartlessness. And we cannot be par
ties to encourage such heartlessness.

That is not the only aspect.  There 
is the aspect of providing alternative 
accommodation.  What is the alterna
tive accommodation that is being pro
vided?  Slums have been cleared, be
cause slums look very ugly  in  the 
heart of Delhi, but then they  have 
not been given any better accommoda
tion.  They have been pushed miles 
out of Delhi, to Andha Moghul and 
other places, and in those places, con
ditions are even more horrible.  In 
Delhi, sliuns may be dirty, and there 
may be other difficulties too, but you 
at least have water, and you at least 
have some electricity. But there, there 
is neither water nor electricity, and 
there is only the dirt and filth of the 
slum.  You can well imagine  what 
that means, a slum, a filthy slum with
out adequate water..........

Sardar Swaran Slnsrh: I think these 
details that are being referred to are 
not at all relevant to the provisions 
of the Bill, which is the amending Bill. 
Reference could, perhaps, be made by

BiU

a little stretch to the provisions con- 
tainedjn the sections which are sought 
to be touched, but in regard to this 
detailed reference to every little as
pect of the resettlement scheme, the 
compensation scheme, and so on, there 
is a limit up to which we can discu 
at the present stage.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty:  They
are relevant, because you are wanting 
more  powers  for  the  Improvement 
Trust.

Mi. Chairman:  I also brought it to
the notice of the hon.  Member, that 
he should not go into details as  to 
how they have  been  working.  Of 
course, reference was  necessary,  as 
the hon.  Member said himself, be
cause he wanted to convince the Mem
bers that it was not safe to give this 
Improvement Trust these concessions 
and other powers that are mentioned 
here.  Therefore, he wanted to refer 
to it. I think reference was necessarŷ 
and he could go into it.  But even if 
he had given us a small story about 
what he has said, I think that would 
have sufficed.  But going  into  the 
details as to how they have been ac
ting, how they have been acquiring, 
how they have been paying compen
sation, etc, may not be necessary, so 
far as discussion on this Bill is con
cerned.  This is what I  wanted  to 
bring to the notice of the hon.  Mem
ber, and this is what I want to im
press again. Reference has been made 
now, and the hon.  Member may pro
ceed to the other points.

Shri Sadhan Gnĵa:  What I was
trying to impress was that  certain 
powers are sought to be given to the 
Delhi Improvement Trust,  and  we 
have to see how  the  Improvement 
Trust would probably exercise those 

powers.

Mr. Chaimiaii:  But then, we can
not go into all the details.  Certainly* 
reference was necessary, and I agree 
that  reference  was  necessary,  and 
that the hoa Member has made. Now*̂ 
he may proceed with the other points.
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Sbri Sadhan Gupta:  What 1 was
trying to impress was that in the mat
ter of resettlement, in the matter of 
compensation, in the matter of pro- 
.fiteering» and in the matter of corrup
tion at that, there are stories in the 
Delhi Improvement Trust.  I had only 
quoted an example, and I submit I 
have not gone into great details. What 
J have stated is that in the  Ajmeri 
-Gate Slum clearance, they have dri
ven out the people without adequate 
•compensation, sometimes without com
pensation, sometimes with compensa
tion in reverse, and without accom
modation.  I have only given those 
details in order to make it vivid, and 
dn order  to  impress  them on the 
House.

Let us look at the other aspect, the 
;aspect of providing alternative accom
modation.  I will only say this much 
regarding the alternative accommoda
tion.  In providing that, it was never 
considered that  poor  persons  who 
eke out a livelihood in the heart of 
Delhi could not be jexpected to travel 
all this distance, and still  earn  an 
adequate livelihood, or still earn any 
livelihood at all, because transport in 
Delhi is expensive, and all that. So, 
that was not considered.

Then, the other thing is about cor
ruption.  It is a  thing  of  general 
knowledge that the Delhi Improve
ment Trust is in league with certain 
land development companies, and that 
is apparent in more than one way. The 
Delhi  Improvement Trust is giving 
land to the Government for resettle
ment of refugees, but invariably, it 
has been land away from Delhi, and 
very bad land too. Btit  far as the 
housing companies are concerned, they 
have invariably got the best of lands. 
The inference is obvious.  I need not 
dilate on it.

There is also the question of profi
teering.  Land has been obtained, we 
can say, for a song.

Sardar Swaran Stnirli:  I regret to 
intervene again.  So far as the ques
tion of land is ccmcemed, no amend
ment is sought to be made.  Only

buildings are sought to be included, 
and I do not know  how all thiR jg 
relevant. (IntcrriLption).  The  Delhi 
Improvement Trust vis-a-̂vis the other 
housing companies, and  its  associa
tions, etc. are not at all relevant to 
the present discussion.  In a passing 
way, if reference is made. I do not 
seriously object.  But if the details of 
every little thing are gone into, I do 
not know where we shall land our
selves.

Mr. Chairman: I thought it was safer 
if the hon.  Member was allowed to 
proceed,  because  he  would  finish 
sooner.  Otherwise, I am sure  that 
these details are not  necessary.  I 
have also brought it to the notice of 
the hon. Member. Now, that referen
ce has been made. He wanted to make 
that reference, only to impress upon 
the House that it was not safe to invest 
the Improvement Trust  with  those 
powers that are in the Bill.  Now, he 
has exactly made that reference, say
ing that it is not safe to invest them 
with such powers.  I would request 
him to proceed with the other points.

Shri Sadhan Gupta:  In  regard  to
land, I would say that land  which 
has so long been obtained  at  1938 
prices, sometimes for Rs. 10 or Rs. 12 
for a square yard, is being sold at Rs. 
300 to Rs. 350.  Now, we deal with an 
Improvement Trust, not with a greedy 
profiteer.  And if an  Improvement 
Trust behaves in such a manner, I 
think there is a case for not granting 
all these powers to the Improvement 
Trust.

I shall now conclude my remarks 
by saying that 6ur demand is  very 
clear and very precise.  We do not 
want any powers to be given to the 
Improvement Trust.  We do not want 
this Bill to be proceeded with at all, 
unless  alternative  accommodation— 
when I say alternative accommoda
tion, I mean equivalent accommoda
tion, accommodation  which  is  the 
same in value as that of which the
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persons concerned have been depriv
ed,  accommodation  which has  all 
other conveniences, particularly con- 
vemences as regaras earing their live
lihood—is provided to  the  persons 
who are to be deprived in the name 
of Improvement-

2 P.M.

One can quite understand the eager
ness  of Government for slum  clear
ance in Delhi.  Delhi must look more 
respectable.  You cannot just propa
gate in foreign countries that we are 
doing this or that to improve the lot 
of India, and have a slum in Delhi. 
So, Government, we understand, are 
very eager to clear the slums in Delhi. 
But we must warn the Government 
that if they try to gratify the sense 
of beauty at the expense of the poor 
people, if they try to satisfy the quest 
for beauty by depriving out the local 
poor people and the hapless refugees 
into the streets, without payment of 
compensation, that is not going to be 
tolerated.  Perhaps, they hear today 
nothing but plaints from the people 
of Delhi.  The people of Delhi are not 
a boisterous lot but then there is a 
Imiit to all tolerance and if they pro
ceed in this way, they should take 
the warning that it will not be tolera
ted for ever.

The most criminal aspect, may I say, 
of this Bill is that although it has been 
on the anvil of Parliament for such a 
long time, it was not proceeded with 
so long, because, I presume, the Delhi 
Municipal elections  were on and  if 
this kind (A Bill were proceeded with 
before the Municipal elections,  the 
Congress, which iz the rufing party, 
would have had no chance.  Just after 
the elections are over, this Bill has 
come and this is an index of the trea
chery which has gone into this BiU-

Shri T. N. Sinffh: Sir, I have tried to 
study this Bill not in the context of the 
refugee problem but purely on merits. 
I am told—and, I think, it is correct— 
that it is not only the refugees  who 
are going to be affected by this amend
ment but also very old inhabitants of

Bill

this city, who have been living at cer
tain places for the last three or four 
generations.

Now, the question is whether the ex
tension of the scope of the Act that is 
sought to be made, namely, the autho
rity given to the Delhi Improvement 
Trust to get its properties, land, build
ings etc. treated as if they were public 
premises so that they shall get all the 
advantages envisaged  in this  Bill in 
the matter of getting those buildings 
vacated, getting hold of them and de
veloping them is desirable.

Let us see firstly whether the objec
tive would be achieved so far as Im
provement  Trust  is  concerned  and, 
secondly, if that is achieved, is it going 
to serve any useful purpose.  My own 
view is that these local bodies should 
not Be treated on any very different 
level from the ordinary private citizexL 
They must take their chance with the 
ordinafylSw of the land.  I have been 
a member of an Improvement Trust 
for a number of years and, I think, 
during all the period I was tHere, I 
saw to it that  the ordinary  law of 
the land was made use of.  We never 
went to the Government for ?oiy spe
cial powers or any  special privileges 
and we were able to get done every
thing that we wanted.  I find no rea
son why the Delhi Improvement Trust 
cannot achieve what it wants to achieve 
under the ordinary law.  The Land 
Acquisition Act is there.  They have 
got a process of law.  They can give 
notice to  occupants  and own«-s  to 
vacate the land and Ihen get hold of 
it after  paying reasonable  compensa
tion,  So, if the purpose is to  enable 
them to get hold of the land, there is 
the la.7*’ already auu tLic> should take 
recourse to it.  My own impression is 
that the Improvement Trust has not 
been doing its bit to solve the problem.

Take, for instance, the areas in Delhi 
Gate  and  Ajmeri Gate, which are 
affected by this measure.  The idea of 
converting them  into habitable  areas 
and removing the slums emanated as 
early  as 1938.  Sixteen years  have 
elapsed and what have they been doing? 
There are some buildings, premises and
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land which have been acquired by the 
Improvement Trust as early as 1938. 
But they did not make use of them. 
They even allowed the inhabitants—the 
then occupants—to continue in the same 
premises.  The result is—and I think 
all this was done with the connivance 
of the Improvement Trust—̂that in the 
course df these 16 years they have paid 
in rent alone, to the  Improvement 
Trust, for their own buildings, in which 
they  have made  their own  invest
ments. as much as or more than the 
compensation amount.  So. since the 
land was not taken over, all that ac
count is in a fluid state and, today, if 
a balance is struck, probably, the ba
lance will be in favour of the Improve
ment Trust.  I want to know whether 
there are such anomalies or not.  liet 
the hon. Minister tell us if there are 
such cases.  If there are, I say, on the 
basis of the ordinary tests that we 
may apply to a particular action, it is 
hard.  Because the compensation that 
was fixed in 1938 was at the prices pre
vailing then and rents have been gra
dually going up and have been got at 
a  higheŷrate.  Therefore, they  are 
actually paying for their own property, 
today, because the Trust did not make 
use of the acquired property.  So, I 
say it is very hard.  At least, it does 
not look nice to me that any such thing 
should occur as a result of this amend
ing Bill.  That has to be looked into 
by Government and, I am sure, if our 
minds  are applied to that  problem, 
such anomalies will not arise.

Secondly, there is this question of 
slujn clearance.  I would say from ex
perience—̂because I have worked in an 
Improvement Trust and I have got my 
own ideas about it—̂that if the slum 
clearance scheme is used in order to 
benefit certain favoured classes of peo
ple and the poorer classes suffer, that 
will be bad.  That is why it is laid 
down that they must provide alterna
tive  accommodation  straightaway. 
Those who are  uprooted from  those 
areas musf be  helped to resettle at 
some other place-  That is the alter
native always provided.  But, Delhi is 
a special place.  It is a very long and

wide city where one has to travel so 
many miles.  What usually happens is 
this.  Some people have an idea that 
we should see before our eyes a beau
tiful city, stately buildings and wide 
roads so that we should not see any 
signs oT poverty.  But, why should we 
fight shy of poverty? Our land is poor, 
our people are poor.  Let them live 
and co-exist side by side with the rich. 
We should, of course, provide the poor 
wllh  necessary opportunities  to keep 
themselves clean. Let us provide them 
with  better sanitation, lighting  and 
water. Their houses should be hygieni
cally constructed.  All that should  be 
there.  But the idea of removing peo
ple to long distances so that we ifeay 
nof̂ ŝ any  such people  nearabout 
fashionable quarters is wrong. That is 
something that does not appeal to me 
at all.  I would like to resist any such 
idea of city planning which does not 
provide for the poor to live side by 
side with the rich.  That is very essen
tial.  What I have been hearing about 
is that they are removed several miles 
away.  I  say, that is  bad.  In  our 
village planning or town planning we 
must provide for all categories of peo
ple carrying various professions, from 
the lowest to the highest.  All of them 
must have a place in the township. That 
was outr concept.  I do not see any 
reason why we ̂ ûfd not stick to that 
noble concept. I live in New Delhi and 
I find that  if you want a tailor  you 
cannot _get one.  Thdt is an essential 
service of society and you are not able 
to  get it.  There is no  provision for 
housing tailors, masons, cobblers and 
all suclTCStegories of people. Therefore, 
you have to go  four miles  or more 
from your place to get their services. 
It is inconvenient both for tKose who 
earn their living such as cobblers «tc. 
in the humbler professions, and those 
who live in high society.  It is in the 
interest of all that they should live 
side by side with the rich.  Therefore, 
r am very doubtful whether it is des*ir- 
able to give all this power to the Im
provement Trust if  it is going  to be 
used merely to segregate one class of 
people from the other.  That will be a
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very bad thing to do.  The principle of 
segregation seems to guide us in city 
planning at  present or at  least the 
Delhi Improvement Trust.  I cannot 
understand why  it is so.  There have 
been other Trusts also.  I was also a 
member of another Trust.  There was 
no such concept, no such idea of seg- 
fegaHon, If that is the concept here, I 
very huml>ly  submit that if  will be 
better if we close up this organisation 
and revise  our views in  this matter 
completely right now.

Therefore, I Want another assurance 
from the hon. Minister.  Assurances 
were given in  the past to which  niy 
friend Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava re
ferred; but I want one assurance very 
clearly, and that is: whether our con
cept  of clly  planning, clearance  of 
slums etc., in the name of which all 
these things have been done and this 
measure has been brought forward, is 
to give better facilities like roads, light
ing, better houses, better-sanitation and 
such like things to all classes of people 
or not.  If rt is so, weU and good, take 
powers and proceed with it.  But, if 
the idea is to segregate one class of 
people from  another simply  because 
one is rich and the other is poor, then, 
I, at least, for one, strongly oppose any 
such measure.  I am sure that the 
hon. Miilister will be able to clear up 
this point which is troubling some of 
us.

Secondly, we have also to see that 
people are not uprooted in such a man
ner that fhey lose their  living also 
and b'̂ome  unemployed. Unemploy
ment is already a great problem before 
us.  I am told that in these very slum 
areas which are expected to be acquired 
under this amended Law, what wll 
happen is  that a number of  persons 
who are  cobblers, vegetable  vendors, 
masons and  ordinary labourers  who 
find employment for themselves in the 
cities within  about two  miles radius 
of their place of Iĵ g, will be shunted 
out some eight or ten miles away. I’hat 
would definitely aggravate  the unem
ployment problem in Delhi. Therefore, 
we have to be assured on that point 
also as to how we are going to tackle 
this problem of slum clearance?  Is it 
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meant to build palatial houses, mansions 
and all those things so that some peo
ple may have good houses aiid carrŷ 
on thriving  business  earning huge 
sums of money, or are we going to see 
that everyone gets an opportunity ta 
earn his living and no further unem- 
plojTOent is created?

There is one other point on which I 
want  to clear my  doubts.  This Im
provement  Trust, so far as  I know, 
according lo  the accepted  concept, is 
more or less a semi-business corpora
tion.  They exploit and develop the 
land, the value of land goes up and 
thereby they earn incomes which fin
ance improvements. It is, therefore, a 
self-paying proposition. If that is so, we 
have to think whether we can put it 
on a par with a Government under
taking or a State activity for a public 
purpose.  After all, if there is an ele
ment of getting  back what  you are 
investing, plus interest, plus deprecia
tion and such  other business  criteria 
which are adopted in such cases, then 
I douM whether we can treat Improve
ment Trusts on a  par with  Govern
ment or the State.  We have got to be 
very clear about it.  If, as I suggested 
earlier, the Improvement Trust is really 
trying to clear .slums and not segre
gate people; if it is going to provide 
for better houses and better employ
ment facilities, ihen surely you may go 
ahead with it and I will have no objec
tion.

This is only a small measure and I 
do not want to take much time of the 
House.  I will only say this befort=> r-ny 
such amendment is brought. Govern
ment should consider all these pointŝ 
very carefully.  The Select Committee,
I am sure, will go into that question, 
and if the House is satisfied that the 
object which we have all in view vviii 
be achieved then only we should give 
these powers  to the  Delhi Improve
ment Trust.  By no means should we 
put any extra hardship on our people, 
especially those who have been living 
there  'for  generations.  They  have 
become attached to  tnese lands  and 
they have; TSresides their physical and 
economic  problems,  a  psychological 
problem also.
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Shri N. B. Chowdlmry (Ghatal) : Sir,
we have already heard a number of 
hon. Members and all of them, except 
one—the hon. Minister—̂have express
ed grave concern over this matter. So, 
whatever may be said about the inno
cuousness of this Bill, that it is bound 
to have grave consequences cannot be 
doubted. I will begin with a newspaper 
report.  This is a report which appear
ed  23rd  September,  1954 in the 
Navhharat Times.  It says;

^  ^

IT  ̂   ̂ Tii f 

 ̂ |»»

This is in connection with a debate 
in  the State  Assembly where  some 
members, one Shri Shankerlal iTaln and 
others criticised the Delhi Improvement 
Trust very severely.  With due respect 
to your  observations with  regard to 
the scope of criticism of the Delhi Im
provement Trust, I would only remark 
here' that this is the attitude’ which the 
responsible Chief Minister of the Delhi 
State had to take with regard to this 
body.  We have  also already  heard 
about the report of the Enquiry Com
mittee presided over by Shri G. D. Birla. 
If you go through it ycu» will find all 
sorts of  things which  have already 
been referred to by the hon. Member 
Shri Sadhan Gupta.  On the question 
of slum clearance which is the point 
at issue and  which has  necessitated 
this measure, there it has been clearly 
stated, I shall quofe from the report 
itself:

“It will be realised that on the 
side  of slum  clearanL*e  also the 
record of progress is very meagre.”

In that "the question  of providing 
alternative  accommodation  has  also 
been dealt with.  You are also aware 
that there is some section in the Delhi 
Improvement  Trust Act which  says 
that before evicting any people they

should make provision Tor Sfternative 
accommodation.  That such  accommo
dation shoudd be suitable to the persons 
concerned  has also been  ncted there. 
But what is done in this Bill here is 
to give wide powers to such a body 
which has failed in its duty in the past 
and now, while the demands have beep 
made to wind it up, we are giving it 
further powers.  What would be the 
consequences? The consequences would 
be that the people who had built up th» 
city and who supply the needs of the 
people are going to be, evicted.  The 
Bill itself is  entitled as  Government 
Premises  (Eviction) Amendment Bill. 
The title continues to be what it is— 
Let it be so—but in it, they are going 
to  include  **public  premises”.  The 
Member who preceded me has pointed 
out that thiŝ is somewhat anomalous. 
We are not only giving powers to the 
Government but we are giving powers 
to  the Improvement  Trust itself,  to 
include in its scope of action, the evic
tion of people from any premises which 
may be under their control for the time 
being.  Thesa  premises  have  been 
occupied by  the people  for so many 
years and they have built their houses 
on them.  We have heard how  they 
are not being paid their adequate com
pensation: they  have been  asked to 
shift themselves to places where they 
will  be living in  worse slums  than 
those in which they have been living 
so long.  This  is the  position  with 
which we are faced here in connection 
with the discussion of the Bill.

Now, I would say a few words on 
the provisions  of comper̂sation  and 
rent which have been referred to in 
the Bill.  It has been stated that the 
Improvement Trust would be empower
ed to realise the rents and damages and 
other charges as land revenue.  It has 
been pointed out already that the com
pensation that was calculated was not 
calculated  on a  reasonable basis.  It 
was calculated with reference to the 
use value of the land and  not with 
reference to the actual market value of 
the land.  Very caustic remarks have 
been made with regard to this in the 
report of the  Enquiry Committee  to
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which I have already referred.  When 
things stand in such a position, how 
can we give  wide powers  to the Im
provement Trust  which has  already 
evicted so  many people  and is now 
going to evict so many thousands of 
people.  We have, of course, got some 
figures with regard to the number of 
people affected but they are not ade
quate, because. we are getting reports 
from different parts of the city that 
there  are different  areas which  are 
affected and are likely to be affected 
by the activities of the Improvement 
Trust.  And in those areas thousands 
of people are liv  ̂for years together, 
and now, they are going to be evicted. 
Among these people, there are refugees 
and small tradiers and persons v;ho are 
earning their livelihood by such other 
means.  If they are removed to distant 
places, then they will lose the means 
of their livelihood, as they would not 
be able  to come  to these  distant 
places.  There is  no easy  means of 
transport.  All these difficulties would 
be there.  So, when we are discussing 
this Bill, through which we are giving 
powers to the Improvement Trust, we 
have to take  into account  all these 
factors.  It will affect  thousands of 
people it will affect their livelihood. It 
will affect their living conditions.  So, 
when we discuss such a measure, we 
have  to give  every thought  to the 
condition of these thousands of people 
who had been living in the city for a 
long time.

I  would conclude  by saying  that 
while we are trying to build up beau
tiful cities, we cannot ignore the neces
sity of enabling the people who had 
been living in this city to get accom- 
modatictti in those houses. Why cannot 
we evolve such a plan through which 
ê  can  provide  accommodation  to 
those people in the houses that would 
he built up  in these places?  There 
can be a plan like that.  If we really 
have the  interests of the  people in 
our view, if we really want to build 
cities for the people and if we engage 
ourselves in the work of town plan
ning or any sort of planning, for the 
matter of that, for the sake not of per
sons who go on profiteering, who go on

speculating on land but for the sake 
of the people  who actually  are the 
persons to be provided with the basic 
necessities of  life and who  are the 
people  whom we  are to  serve, it 
would be good.  With these words, I 
definitely express my opinion that in 
the Select Committee there would be 
the necessity of examining the Bill in 
the context  of the problem  which is 
being faced by so many thousands of 
people here, now living in the slums 
of Delhi, and we should modify it in 
such a way that those people may not 
suffer and may not be evicted without 
being paid  ample compensation  and 
without being provided  with accom
modation at a very near-by place, and 
without being given the guarantee of 
accommodation in the houses that are 
to be built in these localities.

Shri M. S. Gunipadaswamy:  I am
glad  that this Bill is to be  referred 
to the Select Committee.  Any mea
sure which is passed by this  House 
should subserve a  human  purpose, 
should subserve the needs of society 
and that should be the basis for judg
ing whether a measure is good or bad. 
By going through the Bill, one  wiU 
see that it wants to provide more teeth 
and claws to the authorities.  It wants 
to enlarge the ambit of authority. But 
I do not want to be taken as saying 
that the  idea  of  giving  adequate 
powers is wrong, but while giving such 
large powers  to the authorities,  one 
must consider whether those  powers 
which have been enjoined on the autho
rities have been properly exercised or 
not.  If authorities had not exercised 
the powers that have been given to 
them already, one has to think whe
ther more extra powers will not be 
very dangerous.  As I said, this Bill 
gives more teeth and  claws to  the 
authorities.  It empowers them to ask 
any man who has got  unauthorised 
construction to vacate that  building. 
When this country was divided, when 
millions and millions of people were 
uprooted from West  Pakistan,  they 
came in thousands to Delhi.  The most 
difficult problem at that time was lack 
of accommodation and shelter. But the 
refugees built houses of their own in
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vacant lands  in and  around Delhi. 
They largely depended on their own 
efforts, and their  own  money.  Of 
course, technically, legally, all these 
constructions were unauthorised.  We 
are now viewing this problem after 
a long period.  And we seem to forget 
the sufferings they had undergone at 
those times.  Now we want to arm 
Khe authorities with powers to create 
troubles for those people who have 
already suffered much.  If there are 
constructions which are not in  con
formity with required  specifications, 
if there are constructions which are 
not done properly after taking a li
cense, the only course now is to regu
larise those constructions.  If however, 
in certain cases the constructions are 
fundamentally bad that it is inevita
ble to demolish them, then the proper 
course is to provide alternative accom
modation for those people who are go
ing to be liprooted.  So, I consider that 
it would only be just and fair on our 
part to include a provision  to  this 
effect in  the  Bill.  The  provision 
should be  that  those  constructions 
which have been made before 1950. or 
before the present Act, should not be 
touched: those people who  have  got 
their dwellings there should  not  in 
any way be disturbed.  If,  however, 
there are certain constructions which 
are very bad which do not fulfil the 
requirements  or  specifications  laid 
down by the Improvement Trust, they 
may be removed.  But they can  be 
removed and they must be  removed 
only when alternative accommodation 
is given to the persons affected.  Un
less such a proviso is inserted in the 
BiU, I entertain grave misgivings that 
this Bill is likely to do more harm than 
good.  So, it is very necessary that a 
salutary'provision to this effect should 
be incorporated under clause 4; or it 
may be included in the definition clause 
itself. That wiU provide sufficient safe
guard for the refugees. If we pass this 
measure as it is it may create further 
hurdle, further difficulties, in the way 
of these people.
Mr. Chairman:  Is there any specific 

amendment of that nature?

Shri M. S. Gunipadaswamy:  There
are one or two amendments to that 
effect tabled by some hon. Members. 
Now that the  Bill  is  going to  the 
Select Committee, I trust the  Com
mittee will consider those amendments 
and make a proviso under clause 4, or 
under the definition clause, whichever 
is suitable, and thereby help the lot of 
the refugees. I would not for a moment 
say that Governmait should not build 
a city according to a plan.  But those 
structures which have already  been 
built should not be destroyed unneces
sarily and people living there should 
not be put to unnecessary hardships.

With these words,  I  support  the 
motion for reference of this Bill to 
Select Committee.

Sardar Swaran Singh;  Sir, I do not 
propose to discuss at any great length 
the points that have been raised in the 
course of the present deba»te.  As the 
Bill  is  going  to  the  Select  Com
mittee  it  is  not  my  intention to 
reply  one  by  one  to  the  various 
points that have been raised.  I think 
that things have been said about the 
working of  the  Delhi  Improvement 
Trust which are not strictly relevant,, 
except in so far as the short question 
of extending the scope of the powers 
of the Improvement Trust is concerned. 
1 want to say only this much, Sir, that 
the work of clearing slums, of remov
ing unauthorised occupants, or getting 
clear lands, whether they belong to the 
Government or a statutory body like 
the Improvement Trust is not a very 
pleasant task.  And unfortunately, the 
gravity of making such encroachments 
upon government land or  on  public 
property is not fully appreciated.

The objections that have been raised 
are not strictly relevant and the Bill 
now before the House covers only twa 
main points.  So far as that part  of 
the amendment which seeks to remove 
the effect of the Bombay ruling is con
cerned, from the discussion that  has 
taken place so far, there does not ap
pear to be any serious objection,  at 
least at this stage. .

Shii S. S. More:  What is that Bom
bay ruling?  You did not give us.
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Sardar Swaran Sinffh:  So  far  as
the other provision relating  to  six 
liundred odd premises which are the 
property of the Improvement Trust are 
concerned, the debate has been  con
siderably lengthened and points which 
are not the subject matter of the pre
sent measure have been brought into 
discussion.

The functioning of the Delhi Improv- 
ment Trust is under the control of the 
Delhi State Government and incident
ally the Delhi State Government also 
has come in for a certain amount of 
criticism.  It is not my intention to 
go into the  details  of  the  various 
charges, because it is not germane to 
the point which we  are  discussing. 
The Delhi  Improvement  Trust  has 
tried to da its little bit for improving 
the conditions, whether they are of the 
slums, or in making out new lay-outs.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty:  That
is what is challenged.

Sardar Swaran Singh: The point for 
the consideration of the Select Com
mittee is whether the buildings which 
are owned by the Improvement Trust 
should also be placed at par with the 
buildings which are owned by Govern
ment so far as the question of eviction 
and realisation of arrears of rent is 
concerned.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty:  Are
we to take it that the Select Committee 
will not go into the matter as to whe
ther the  Delhi  Improvement  Trust 
ôuld be given those powers or not?

Mr. Cliairman:  That is a matter for 
the Select Committee.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty:  The
House will have to tell the Select Com
mittee whether they can go into that 
matter or not.

Mr. Chairman:  The House had al
ready had its say, to which the hon. 
Minister is now replying.

Sardar Swaran Singh: Mr. Chairman, 
I fail to understand the impatience of 
the hon. Lady member.

Shrimati Renu Chakravartty: Because
you are not answering the  questions 
raised.

Sardar Swaran Singh:  All that I
wish to say is that the general work
ing of the Delhi Improvement Trust 
cannot be the subject matter of either 
a censure or approbation, except in s* 
far as it is relevant to decide the smaH 
question  that  is  before  this  hon. 
House.

So far as that question is concerned, 
it is now going to the Select Committee 
who will examine all the implications 
of the new amendment that is sought 
to be made.  I  understood from the 
very lengthy or very elaborate speech 
made by my hon. friend, Pandit Thakur 
Das Bhargava, that his intention is t» 
get some more assurances either upon 
points on which assurances have been 
made or to cover points which, though 
not strictly relevant for the  present 
Act, pertain to general questions  of 
policy.  So far as the question of ac
ceptance or rejection of these various 
suggestions is concerned, he  himself 
was thinking aloud and was apparently 
upset over what he described as the 
defective working of the Act  as  it 
exists today.  I only want to remind 
him that so far as the working of the 
Act, about which he complained,  is 
concerned, that relates to the portions 
about which already  the  power  is 
there.  We had sought to remove all 
those encroachments which were put 
up by taking action by way of eviction 
or pulling down of unauthorised struc
tures.  That is already covered under 
the definition of land.  So far as the 
present provision is concerned, this is 
confined only to a comparatively small 
portion of the entire Trust property 
which today vests in the Improvement 
Trust,

I do not want to suggest, even by 
implication, that the stand of the Gov
ernment is that they do not want to ho
nour whatever assurances  have been 
given. It was not the intention of any
body not to honour those assurances and 
my hon. friend was good enough him
self to admit that the administration, 
so for as the refugees were concerned̂
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being the concern o£ the Delhi State 
Government, this thing was pointed out 
to them and they had undertaken to 
implement those assurances.  The sum 
total of the criticism was that in the 
implementation of that policy, those as
surances were not actually given effect 
to.  That, Sir, is a matter of  detail 
about which it is very difficult to say 
one way or the other without going in
to details of each particular cas,e.  The 
stand of the Delhi Improvement Trust 
and the Delhi State Government has 
been that the structures were not only 
unauthorised but were also of such a 
character that their continuance would 
not have been in the larger public in
terest.  There may be differences of 
opinion with regard to that approach. 
Again, the assurance was that such of 
the  unauthorised  structures  which 
could reasonably fit in with any scheme 
of the Improvement Trust, would be 
permitted to stand where they were 
and that the Improvement Trust should 
also be prepared to make some minor 
modifications to ensure that no tmdue 
hardship is caused to the persons who 
are in possession of those unauthorised 
structures.  The case of the Trust with 
regard to the various structures which 
were removed or from which unautho
rised occupants were evicted has been 
that conditions in the vicinity  have 
been unsatisfactory in the matter of 
sewage, in the matter of sanitary con
ditions, etc. and the structures were 
put up in such great hurry and in such 
haphazard manner that in the larger 
public interest it was necessary to get 
them cleared after providing suitable 
alternative accommodation...

Pandit Thakur Dâ Bharg;ava:  I do
not want to interfere. But may I hum
bly enquire if this question of the lar
ge • public interest of the city or the 
nation is a  part of  the assurances 
given? Does it not run counter to the 
assurances which have been given. We 
have confined ourselves to the four 
comors of the assurances; this inter
pretation goes much beyond the assu

rances.

Sardar Swaran Singli:  I have got no 
intention to enter into a controversy 
with my hon. friend at this stage on 
this point but it is quite obvious that 
the larger public interests can never 
be ignored.  I have  not  gone  into 
minute details of the various assuranc
es  but  whatever  assurances  sre 
given  it  is  reasonable  to  pre
sume that they are always subject to 
the larger, public interest.  To say that 
those assurances should be implement
ed even if they are counter to the gene
ral public interest will be a proposi
tion which it will not be easy for any 
government to accept.  Anyhow, it is 
not the real point which is at issue at 

the present stage..-

Mr. Chairman:  Is it not amazing
that none of these structures could fit 
in with the plan of the Trust while on 
the spot these assurances were given 
that those who fitted in will be allow

ed to stay?

Sardar Swaran Singh: I do not think 
the eviction has been as categorical or 
as wholesale as has been tried to be 
made out here.  There  are  certain 
number of structures which have been 
permitted to stay on with certain minor 
modifications and in certain cases by 
the provision  of  certain  additional 
amenities.  These are points which can 
be gone into and examined as a sepa
rate  administrative  action—̂not  so 

much as the present concern...

Pandit Thakur Das Bhargava:  Has
any compensation ̂ been given to any 

persons whose structures  had  been 

demolished?

Sardar Swaran Stash:  I P̂sume
that,  if  any  com pensation  w as  due  to 

anyone  under  the  rules  or 
provisions, it  m ust  have  b e®   «*ven̂  
B ut  this  is  a  specific  pom t  that  has 

been  raU ed  about °"
could  perhaps  be f
again  reiterate  the  stand  thM   I  take. 
So  far  as  the  structures  ow ned by  th 

Im provem ent T rust are 
too  m uch  to  say  that  it  should  not  be
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permitted to enforce the eviction  of 
people wiio might be in unauthorised 
occupation of buildings belonging to 
the Improvement Trust.  That is the 
point  for which I am moving  this 
amendment of the main statute. So far 
as the number of points that have been 
raised with regard to the hardships that 
are being caused to the refugees or to 
the poor residents, I need hardly assure 
the hon. Members that the intention of 
the Government has always been to 
help the refugees and other residents 
who might be evicted by any  such 
schemes to the maximum possible ex
tent.

A reference had been made to slum 
clearance.  So far as the general ques
tion of slum clearance is  concerned, 
that is not under discussion at  the 
moment.  So far as legislation or con
templated legislation for slum  clear
ance is concerned, all these points that 
are now being raised, that this or that 
should be the consideration for paying 
compensation, for re-housing the per
sons who may be displaced or dislocat
ed, are points which can be taken in
to consideration.

With these few words I accept the 
motion  made  by  my  hon.  friend 
Pandit Bhargava, with a small addi
tion of three names which I hope he 
will accept. They appear to have been 
dropped by accident.  They are; Shri 
Harekrushna Mahtab, Shri A. P. Sinha 
and Shri Raghuramaiah.  I hope that 
the Mover of the motion for reference 
of this Bill to the Select  Committee 
will be good enough to accept the in
clusion of these three names.

Pandit Thakur Das Btorgava:  Cer
tainly, Sir; they are quite acceptable.

Mr.  Chairman:  I shall put this
motion to the House.  It  has  been 
moved by Pandit Thakur Das Bhar
gava.

The question is:

‘‘That the Bill be referred to a
Select  Committee  consisting  of

Shrimati  Subhadra  Joshi,  Shri 
Radha Raman,  Shri C. Krishnan 
Nair, Sardar Hukam Singh, Sbri 
Choithram  Partabrai  Gidwani, 
Lala Achint Ram, Sardar Swaran 
Singh, Shri  Manaklal  Maganlal 
Gandh;, Rajkumari Amrit Kaur, 
Shri Girraj Saran Singh, Shrimati 
Renu Chakravartty,  Shri  K.  S. 
Raghavachari, Shri Rohini Kumar 
Chaudhuri, Shri K. Ananda Nam- 
biar, Col. B. H. Zaidi, Shri Hari 
Vinayak  Pataskar,  Shri  Hare
krushna  Mahtab,  Shri  Kotha 
Raghuramaiah,  Shri  Awadhesh- 
war Prasad Sinha and the Mover 
with instructions to report by the 
5th December, 1954.”

The Tuotion toas adopted.

CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 
(AMENDMENT) BILL

The Minister of Home Affairs and 
States (Dr, Katju):  I beg to move:

“That the Bill further to amend 
the Code of Criminal  Procedure, 
1828, as reported by the Joint Com
mittee, be taken  into  considera- 
, tion.*’

The House has in its possession the 
Report of the Joint Committee and I 
do hope that it will not be frightened 
by the large number of Minutes  of 
Dissent.  Many hon.  Members  have 
emphasized the same point and many 
others have  expressed  general  opi
nions.

This Bill has been the result of very 
long labours.  I emphasize this point 
because there is a motion for its re
ference back to the Joint Select Com
mittee—I do not know for what puî 
pose.  Hon. Members probably have 
had circulated to them opinions whidi 
have been expressed upon this parti
cular topic during the last three or 
four years.  I say all this to remove 
any misapprehension that ParliamifDt 
has been proceeding, or  Govemmiit




